, 4, 1876. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


teas 
ge 
? 


349 








lubscription to the Souicrrors’ Jourwa is—Town, 
g. ; Country, 288. ; with the Weexty Reporter, 52s. 
ssment in. advance includes Double Numbers and 
ge. Subscribers can have their Volumes bound at 

¢ Office—cloth, 28. 6d., hulf law calf, 5s. 


The Solicitors’ Journal. 


LONDON, MARCH 4, 1876. 








CURRENT TOPICS. 


L NEW RULES OF COURT were agreed upon by 
4udges more than a week ago, and we understand 
wactually came into force yesterday. We give else- 

a note of a case in which the Master of the Rolls 

to have availed himself of one of the provisions 

the rules; yet, after the most diligent inquiry, it was 
ind impossible yesterday to obtain a copy which we 
puld be justified in re-printing for the information of our 
ders, and even many officers of the High Court had 
f then received the rules. The result is that the 
Session are at this moment bound to regulate their 
ce according to certain rules which are as yet, or 
yesterday, only known to the judges and a 

y privileged persons. Surely judicial legislators 
ght in future take care that their legislation shall not 
@ effect before opportunity has been afforded for 

fing its purport known to the profession. 





Tue work oF THE Arpgat Court will, when the cause 
fis published, bear a rather formidable aspect. While 
@ court has been clearing off the arrears of appeals from 
}Common Law Divisions those from the Chancery 
ion have been accumulating, and they now show a 
t of at least thirty; most of which are very heavy 
ses. Knowing what we do of thecases comprised in 
is portion of the Appeal Court list, we are unable to see 
prospect of their being very speedily disposed of, 
en if the court should sit from day to day for the pur- 
; but when it is considered that at least one 
in the week must be devoted to  bank- 
ptcy appeals, and that some portion of the 
he of the justices of appeal must be given to lunacy 
siness, it seems not rash, even thus early, to hazard an 
ion that the long vacation will see a considerable 
amber of appeals left to be carried over to the begin- 
ing of the next legal year. 





is tue recent casz or The Phosphate Sewage Com- 
any (Limited), v. Hartmont and others, in which Vice- 
cellor Malins delivered judgment on Wednesday 

& point of some importance to the profession was 
hed upon. The main object of the suit was to re- 
the purchase-money paid by the plaintiff company 

-@ concession alleged to be worthless at the time the 
ompany was formed for the purpose of purchasing and 
orking it. Among the defendants were a firm of soli- 
fors, who, at the date of the purchase, had been selected 
ithe intended company’s solicitors, but who then acted 
§ the solicitors for the vendors or apparent vendors, 
8 purchasers on behalf of the company being repre- 
od by another solicitor. In the view taken by the 
ee-Chancellor the company, which, of course, had 
ed unsuccessful, might never have been launched if 
pany’s solicitors had, in transacting the sale and 
e, been more mindful of the company’s interests. 
solicitors were made defendants and relief was asked 
fainst them ; but the Vice-Chancellor could not see his 
ay to granting relief against them. The partner in the 
fm who acted in the matter was not, in his lordship’s 
ion, guilty of any fraudulent or improper in- 

bn, and the court could not treat the suit as an 

tion for negligence ; but his lordship thought he could 
Wdo less than hold that the firm was liable to the 





costs of the suit. Now, analyzing this a little, we find 
that, after bearing all the brunt of a hostile suit, failure 
in which might have ruined them, solicitors are told that 
the plaintiffs have no remedy against them, but still 
they must pay the costs of the suit. Surely their posi- 
tion in such a case ought not to be worse than if, in the 
first instance, they had been made parties merely for the 
purpose of obtaining discovery from, and asking costs 
against them. This is the utmost which,.in the Vice- 
Chancellor’s own view, the plaintiffs ought to have done. 
But the present state of the authorities is clearly against 
the propriety of a plaintift’s adopting this course. We 
need only refer to Barnes v. Addy (22 W. R. 505, L. R. 9 
Ch. 244), where Lord Selborne, C., said, “‘ Of late years the 
court has set its face against making solicitors and 
others parties to suits with a view of charging them with 
costs alone. I know no principle on which they can be 
charged, and made parties for that purpose, unless other 
and further relief might also be given against them. In 
this case we have held that these gentlemen are not so 
chargeable.” These last words show, if it is a point 
that needs to be shown, that the decision on the ques- 
tion whether they ought to pay the costs of the suit 
turns, not on the way in which the bill is framed against 
the solicitors, but on the view which the court takes as 
to whether they are, in fact, accountable in the suit or 
not. The learned Vice-Chancellor relied on his own de- 
cision of Baker v. Loader (21 W. R. 167, L. R. 16 Eq.’ 
49), but, as we pointed out at the time (17 S. J. 555), the 
real reason why the solicitor in that case was made 
to pay the costs of the suit was that, after prepar- 
ing deeds so improper that no effort ought to have been 
made to support them, he had become the active 
instrument in defending them in a suit, although he 
knew all the time that the costs of the suit could not be 
defrayed out of the estate sought to be made liable. It 
is true that the Vice-Chancellor in the recent case also 
founded himself on the authorities which led him to his 
decision in Baker v. Lvader, but, if those authorities 
would uphold him to the extent he went in Baker v. 
Loader, it by no means follows that they would uphold 
him to the extent he has gone in this week’s case. If they 
would, it would seem that they are in conflict with the 
present state of the law, and ought to have been disre- 
garded. 





In THE casE or The M. Mocham, the Court of Appeal 
have decided a point which has been long hovering in 
the air, but the decision of which, whenever it should 
arise, could hardly be doubtful. It is a well-known 
principle that, with respect to actions for wrongs, nothing 
is held to be a wrong which is not such according to the 
lex fori, and the departure from this principle by Sir R. 
Phillimore in The Halley was promptly corrected by the 
Privy Council (16 W. R. 284, L. R. 2 P.C. 193), The 
effect of this is that, where redress is sought in the. 
tribunals of one country for an alleged wrong committed 
in another, no relief is given unless the act in question 
is a wrong according to the law of the country of the 
tribunal. But in Scott v. Lord Seymour (10 W. R. 739, 
1H. & C. 219) the converse question was raised, whether 
it is not also necessary that the act should be a wrong by 
the law of the country whereit isdone. In thatcase it . 
became unnecessary to decide the point, because it was 
held that the defence set up related only to the order of 
procedure, a matter to be decided exclusively by the 
lex fori. In commenting on the case of The Hibernian 
(21 W. R, 276, L. R.4P. C.511, 178. J. 460) we pointed 
out that when this point should come to be decided it 
would probably be held that the act complained of must 
be a wrong according to the law of the country where 
it was done, This, indeed, seems an almost necessary 
consequence of the principle of the territoriality of laws, 
which, notwithstanding the protests of some late writers, 
must be accepted as the ruling and the sound principle. 
In the late case the act complained of was an act of 
negligence on the part of the master and crew of an 
English ship, by which the ship came into collision with 
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and damaged a pier in the Spanish port of Marbella. 
The owners pleaded that by the law of Spain they were 
not liable for the negligence eomplained of.. The learned 
judge of the Admiralty Court, apparently anxious to 
avoid the error into which he fell in The Halley, and 
under the impression that he was following the principle 
laid down by the Privy Council in that case, decided in 
favour of the liability of the shipowners; but the Court 
of Appeal reversed that decision, and held that “to 
found an action in an English court for an alleged wrong 
committed by the defendant in a foreign country, two 
things must concur—the act complained of must be 
wrongful on the part of the defendant in the foreign 
country, and it must be such also as the English law 
regards as wrongful.” Certainly, in point of justice, if 
either of the two requigites could be dispensed with, the 
latter could be the more easily waived. ; Actions for 
wrongs are transitory, and by English law one 
foreigner may sue another for a wrong committed 


abroad. To hold an English subject liable for, an; 


act which the tribunal determining the’ question 
held not to bea fault, would be a solecism.. But to 
hold a foreigner liable for an act which, according 
to his own law prevailing in the place where the act was 
done, was no fault, would be an absurd injustice. Yetifa 
distinction were drawn between an English subject and 
a foreigner it must be on the principle of personal laws, 
a principle only applicable to questions of status. 

It seems that the learned judge of the Admiralty Court 
preceeded to some degree on the notion that liability for 
acts done followed the law of the flag. It is difficult to 
follow this reasoning, or to see its ground. If it was 
based on the rule laid down in Lloyd v. Guibert (L. R. 1 
Q. B. 115) with respect to charter-parties, the anal- 
ogy is wholly inapplicable. At most the rule was 
laid down as a presumption applicable to contracting 
parties. But to apply it to the case of an act done inde- 
pendent of contract would not in the least degree follow 
the principle of the presumption, and .would have the 
absurd consequence of making the ship carry with her 
the law of her flag for the purpose of incurring liabilities, 
without having the protection of the flag against liabili- 
ties imposed by the foreiga law. The notion is indeed 
so groundless that it is hard to connect it with any train 
whatever of legal reasoning. 





! $m Henry Jack&o~ and Mr, Marten have introduced a 
Bil! towmend the Partition Act, 1868. The measure is 
to apply to all pending suits or actions for partition, or 
for sale and’ distribution of the proceeds, as well as to all 
future actions for those purposes. The 3rd clause pro- 
vides that the court may direct a sale though all persons 
interested eannot or may not be ascertained or found. 
As most of our readers are aware, the progress of a 
partition euit-is often attested by reason of its being 
impracticable to give notice of the decree to persons who 
axe out Of tlie jurisdiction or cannot be found. By the 
Ath claiite ‘service’ on such persons may be dispensed 
with, and by the 5th clause such persons are to be held 
bound by the decree as if they had been served, and the 
provisions of the Trustee Act are to apply to their 
interests in the property. Hedged about as these provi- 
sions are by the safeguards provided by the subsequent 
sections, we see no harm in them if exercised, as no doubt 





of. a person entitled to a small share of an CBtate! 
stopping for an indefinite period the division ang 


distribution desired by persons entitled to §, 


rest of it. Clause 8 provides that a request j 
sale may be made by a _ married woman, | 
infant, or a person under any disability, by his or he 
next friend or guardian, but the court shall not be be 

to comply with the request on the part of an infant yy. 
less it appear that asale will be for his benefit. From thig 
it would appear that the court will be bound to 

a request made on behalf of a married women without 
any inquiry as to whether compliance therewith will by 
for her benefit. Lord Selborne, when sitting for the 
Master of the Rolle, decided that a married woman who 
requests a sale must be separately examined, and, io 
doubt, this section is aimed against that decision, . Wo, 
doubt, however, whether it is so framed as to meét the 
case of a married women joint-plaintiff with her h " 
and who, therefore, has no next friend. Under ang 
circumstances a next friend may be a mere: du 

may be, in fact, the instrument of the husband put for. 
ward for the purpose of obtaining possession of the wifey 
realty. A little care will be required to frame this 
section in such a manner as to prevent abuses. 

While we are on this subject, we may call the attention 
of the legrned authors of the Bill to the recent case of. 
Drinkwater v. Ratcliffe (24 W. RB. 25, L. R. 20 Eq. 528), 
where the Master of the Rolls held that in a partition 
suit the court must direct a sale if any part-owner ashy 
for a sale, and no other part-owner undertakes to buy, 
and, further, that a part-owner under disability cannot 
give a valid undertaking to buy, and must, therefore, if 
any one asks for a sale, submit to a sale being directed. 
The first portion of the decision may, perhaps, be safely 
left to the Court of Appeal; but as to the second portion 
of it, a short clause introduced into the present Bill, 
empowering the court to allow a person under disabi 
to undertake to buy, either on tendering sufficient 
security or otherwise to the satisfaction of the court, 
would, we think, be beneficial. In the case to which 
we have referred a married woman living separate 
from her husband was in possession of the entirety, 
and was the owner of twenty-one out of thirty. 
six shares. She was opposed to a sale, but, because 
she could not herself give a valid undertaking to buy, 
the Master of the Rolls was prepared to hold that a sale 
must be directed. We commend a careful consideration 
of the case to Sir H. Jackson and Mr. Marten. 





Tue xesvtts of the first final examination of candi 
dates for admission on the roll of solicitors of the 
Supreme Court under the new list of subjects, afford a 
singular resemblance to those of » previous Hilary 
examinations. . The number of candidates examined was 
190, and of these 163 passed, and twenty-seven were 
“postponed.” InJanuary, 1875, 201 candidates were 
examined, and of these 172 passed and twenty-nine were 
“ postponed.” In January, 1874, the number of candi- 
dates was 179, of whom 155 passed and twenty-four were 
“ postponed.” The regularity with which from twenty- 
four to twenty-nine candidates are rejected at each 
examination would have been @ subject of interesting 


speculation to the late Mr. Buckle; it can hardly be that 


the perennial score or so of rejected ones is composed 
of a little band of gentlemen whose indomitable courage 
nerves them to encounter any number of successive 
pluckings, and who come up January after January only 
to meet thesame result ? 





Vice-Cuanxcetton Hatz, following the example of the 
judges of the common law divisions and Vice-Chancellor. 
Malins, intends to-day, and henceforward on Saturdays, to 
rise at two o'clock. There seems to be little doubt that 
the other judges of first instance in chancery will follow 
the same course. We understand that a general order # 
in existence closing all the offices of the High Court st two 
p.m, on Saturdays, and that it will be published this.dsy- 
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THE NEW PRACTICE. 


| ue ARRANGEMENTS oF THE Hicu Court.—The entry 
wf causes for the sittings at Nisi Prius in Middlesex, 
' ghich commenced on Monday last, is a very considerable 
ne, notwithstanding the fact that so short a time has 
since the last sittings. It will be remembered 
that the entry of causes for the previous sittings in 
Middlesex was not particularly large,’ while that in 
london was exceptionally small.” We have some reason 
for ‘believing that the smallness of the last entry at 
Guildhall arose from the fact that during the London 
aittings the courts satin Banco at Westminster, and some 
of the leading counsel and solicitors were engaged with 
gases there. We are informed that one of the most im. 
portant City firms of solicitors did not try a single cause 
in‘ London during the last sittings there. These results 
may tosome extent be due to the novelty of the arrange- 
ments, and the difficulty was no doubt aggravated by 
temporary circumstances which, when the new law courts 
| are built, will cease’ to exist, but still the facts we have 
mentioned seem to indicate that for the present the mode 
of conducting business cannot be quite in accordance 
with the expectations of many persons. The notion 
| prevailed very extensively before the Judicature Acts 
game into operation that the existing arrangements of 
the courts, and their procedure with respect to the con- 
dact of business, involved waste of time and delay. For 
instance, the allotment of certain periods called terms to 
the business of the courts in Banco, and that of other 
periods to the trying of special jury cases, were deemed 
tobe wholly artificial and cumbrous remnants cf antiquity. 
The remedy to be provided was to have courts always 
> sitting at all times for the despatch of all kinds of business. 
We have always maintained that, to a great extent, the 
views so expressed were true, and the new system has 
justified, and, we believe, in future will even more fully 
justify, many of the changes made; but it must not 
be forgotten that there are limits, based upon the sub- 
stantial necessities of the case, which must restrict to 
a considerable extent the application of the views to 
Which we have alluded. The difficulty naturally occurs 
to every one, when the suggestion is made of an increase 
th the number of the courts sitting, and the continual 
despatch of all kinds of business, that counsel and soli- 
titors cannot be in more than one place at atime, and 
that engagements will more often clash in proportion 
tothe number of courts sitting. ‘The answer that is 
ready, and is particularly familiar in the mouths of the 
janior bar, is that the difficulty must be met by a greater 
distribution of business; that the old system was chiefly 
inthe interest of certain leaders with a larger practice 
than they could conscientiously attend to; and that, 
instead of a few men making their many thousands a 
Year, a larger number of men, making less, could easily 
arty out the new system. There may be much truth 
in this view, though the matter is not so simple as it 
appears to many, and there are obstacles to such a 
distribution of business inherent in the very nature 
the work of advocacy. But allowing that, 
t a certain extent, a greater distribution of business 
ttiight take place, the fact that the same litigation at one 
fage comes before the court in Banco, and at another 
before the court at Nisi Prius, creates great inconveni- 
¢iee when the courts take both classes of business con- 
currently. It is really essential to the interests of the 
tuitor that, as far as possible, the same counsel should 
eonduct a case in all its stages, but it is obviously diffi- 


| ult to attain this result when many courts are sitting 


timultaneously for all kinds of business. We do not 
t that it would be desirable to abridge the sittings 
‘Banco at other times, but it seems to us that as long 
4 the present system of hearing cases in Banco continues, 
the cessation during the circuits of that class of business, 


eitept with regard to certain pressing matters and inter- 


motions, is not only not objectionable but abso- 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


AMENDMENT OF Writ—AppIneG PLAINTIFFs—Orp. 16, BR. 
2—New Genera, Oxpes.—Oa the 26th ult. an ex parte 
application having been made to amend the writ of sammons 
in an action (Webster v, Thorne) by adding a new plaintiff, 
the Master of the Rolls referred to, and availed himself of, 
the power given by a new general order, of making an 
ex parte order for amendment upon terms. His lordship 
said that there had previously been this difficulty, upon 
applications like the one before him, that the original 
plaintiff might have had no case at all, whilst the new 
plaintiff added might have acase. By the new general 
order there was power to put the applicant upon terms in 
granting leave for an amendment. He shoald therefore 
give leave, without prejudice to any application on the 
part of the defendants to expange the amendment. 


Counsetr’s Sicnature.—In an action of Parker v. Parker, 
which came before Vice-Chancellor Malins on -Saturday, 
February 26, as a short cause, a statement of claim had 
been filed, the draft of which had been prepared and signed 
by coansel. Counsel’s signature had been struck out by 
the solicitor, and it did not appear upon the print. The 
Vice-Chancellor expressed his disapprobation of the practice 
of striking out counsel’s signatare, and said that it was 
desirable that in such cases counsel's signature should not 
be omitted. On the Monday following the Vice-Chancellor 
expressed a similar opinion as to demurrers which had 
been drawn by counsel appearing without counsel's signa- 
ture attached. 


Depositions.—In a recent case of Bolton v. Bolton, heard 
before Vice-Chancellor Ha'l, a deposition which ought 
to have been taken down in the handwriting of an 
examiner was written by another person in the presence 
of all the parties concerned, and the examiner had 
appended at the foot the following note signed by 
him:—“I hereby certify that the evidenee contained 
in this sheet of paper was taken by me, and was afterwards 
read over to the witness and signed by her in my presence.” 
The Clerk of Records and Writs refused to file the deposi- 
tion, because it ought, under 15 & 16 Vict. c. 86, s. 32, to 
have been ‘‘ taken down in writing” by the examiner. 
On an ex parte application for an order to file under ord. 
37, r. 4, Hall, V.C., said that, considering that all parties 
were present, and that the evidence was read over to the 
witness, he should order the deposition to be filed. 


Motion For JuDGMEeNT UPON ADMIssIONS—MOTION FOR 
Jup@MENT 1N Deravutt or PLEapING—Orp. 29, gr. 10, 11; 
Orp. 40, R. 11.—Yesterday, March 3, North asked for the 
directionof Vice-Chancellor Hall underthe following circam- 
stances:—Britson v. Smith was an action in which a question 
with reference to the construction of a will was involved. A 
statement of claim had been delivered to the defendants, 
of whom there were four. Oaly one defendant had put 
ia a defence, and the plaintiff was in a position to proceed 
against him under ord. 40, r. 11, upon admissions in the 
pleadings. With regard to the other three defendants 
they admitted the allegations in the statement of claim, 
and the plaintiff wished to proceed against them by con- 
sent under ord. 29, r. 11, bat inasmuch as there was a 
question of construction it was important to get all the 
defendants before the court at the same time. It was not 
clear how the three defendants who were in default could 
be got before the court with the other defendant uader 
ord. 40, r. 11; the question was whether it could be 
done under ord. 29, r. 11. Vice-Chancellor Hall directed 
the action to be set down on motion for judgment as 
against all the defendants other than J. B. Smith (the 
one who had put in a defence), and that the plaintiff 
should be at liberty to give notice of motion for jadgment 
for the same day and time as against the defendant J. B. 
Smith. : 

Apvptna Drrenpant.—On Saturday, February 26, the 
case of Elwards v. Lowther, an action of libel against the 
publisher of a newspaper, came before the Common Pleas 
Division. A summons had been takea out before Master 
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Dodgson to have the name of Matthew Green, the pro- 
prietor, added as a defendant, but it was diemissed. On 
appeal to Mr. Justice Denman, he referred it to the court 
without expressing any opinion. Macleod for the plaintiff, 
in support of theapplication, stated that before action it was 
impossible to find out the name of the proprietor, and the 
action was accordingly commenced against the publisher, 
whose name appeared at the end of the newspaper, and 
interrogatories were delivered with the statement of claim. 
The answer to these was not satisfactory, and further 
answers were obtained which disclosed that Matthew 
Green was the sole proprietor. Issue bad been joined, but 
no botice of trial had been given. The application was 
made under that part of ord. 16, r. 13, which says that 
“ The court or a judge may at any stage of the proceedings, 
and on such terms as may appear to the court or a judge to 
be just, order that the name or names of any party or parties, 
whether plaintiffs or defendants, who ought to have been 
joined or whose presence tefore the court may be necessary in 
order to enable the court effectually and completely to ad- 
judicate upon or settle all the questions involved in the 
action, be added.” A. L. Smith, for the defendant, con- 
tended that, although Green might originally have been 
joined, yet he was not brought within the words ‘‘ ought 
to have been joined,’ i.¢., for the purposes of the action, 
which were to try an issue between plaintiff and present de- 
fendant, nor was Green’s presence necessary to determine 
this question ; that in case of trespass by B. and C.on A., if 
the action were originally commenced by A. against B., C. 
could not afterwards be joined. The rules had provided 
(r. 17) for such an application as this by a defendant, but 
not by a plaintiff. The present application was really for 
the purpose of damages, not for the purposes of the action. 
Lod Coleridge, C.J., said that the court must not givetothe 
rules a pleader’s interpretation, but one consistent with 
common sense, and, although the question between the 
piaintiff and Green might not be the question in the action. 
stiil it was a question involved in the action, and as r. 3 
was part of the same order, it must be read together with 
r. 13, which then clearly meant one who ought to have 
been joined for the purpose of doing justice in the action, 
i.¢., one who clearly might have been fairly joined at first; 
therefore Green’s name must be added. Archibald and 
Lindley, JJ., concurred. 


Service or Writ Asroap.—In the Exchequer Divisjon 
on Wednesday, February 23, in a case of of Western v. The 
Aktiebolagt, §c., Company, it appeared that a judge’s order 
had been obtained to serve a writ out of the jurisdiction 
of the court upon the defendants, a foreign corporation 
carrying on business at Stockholm, and baving no place of 
business in this country. The action was brought for an 
alleged breach of contract in not delivering deals in Eng- 
land. The writ and statement of claim were served on the 
company at Stockholm. R. V. Williams now, for the de- 
fendants, moved for a rule to set aside the service of the 
writ, and the writ itself, end all proceedings thereon. He 
said that, under section 19 of the Common Law Procedure 
Act, 1852, practically incorporated in the Judicature Act, 
1875, power was only given to serve a ‘‘notice”’ of the writ 
on a foreigner out of the jurisdiction, but no power was given 
to serve the writ itself. Lumley, for the plaintiff, referred 
to ord. 11, r.1. Thecourt (Kelly, C.B., and Bramwell and 
Cleasby, BB.) granted the application as regarded the ser- 
vice of the writ, and said that a notice of the writ only 
should have been served. 








We have been requested to announce, for the informa. 
tion of members of the Inns of Court who may wish to 
be present, that the seventh of the revived “ moots” will 
be held at Gray’s-inn Hall on Tuesday evening next, the 
7th inst., at eight o’clock, before Mr. Southgate, Q.C., 
a bencher of the society. The question for argument, 
stated shortly, is whether a French subject, having in 
good faith entered into an agreement in Paris with two 
British subjects, trading in England, to form a Société 
en Commandite ; having put £10,000 into their hands 
accordingly, and received considerable sums as his share 
= profits, is liable to the creditors of the firm by English 

Ww. 
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THE EFFECT OF RECENT LEGISLATION 
ON EXECUTORS RIGHT OF RETAINER. 


Ir may, perhaps, be doubted whether the full effect of 
the changes in the law introduced by the Judicature Act, 
1873, was present to the minds of its framers. If it wag, 
it is rather difficult to see why, while express provision iy 
made for many cases, there are others in which the 
practitioner is left to settle for himself the precise bear. 
ing of the general enactments effecting changes in the lay, 
Among the rules affected by these provisions are those. 
relating to executor’s retainer, as to which two points of 
doubt occur, which it may be worth while to consider 
very briefly. 

The first arises under the enactment of section 25,. 
sub-section 11, that “in all matters not hereinbefore 
particularly mentioned, in which there is any conflict or 
variance between the rules of equity and the rules of the- 
common law, with reference to the same matter, the rules 
of equity shall prevail.” Is there any conflict or variance. 
between the rules of equity and of common law with 
reference to executor’s retainer ? We need hardly remind. 
our readers that the rules on this subject are wholly 
different in the case of legal and of equitable assets 
—that in the former the right is allowed; in the latter it 
is not allowed. With reference to this, however, little 
difficulty can be felt. The enactment is that where the 
rules of law and of equity conflict with reference to the: 
same matter the rules of equity shall prevail; but in this 
case the matters to which the rules relate are different 
classes of assets. Moreover,courts of equity have long 
recognized the right of retainer in legal assets, and 
have even in recent cases gone so far as to hold them- 
selves bound, when administering an estate, to exercise. 
the right at the instance of persons interested. In Foxy, 
Garrett (28 Beav. 16) it was held that where the same 
person is administrator of two estates both of which are 
being administered by the court, and one of which is. 
indebted to the cther, although the administrator de- 
clines to exercise any option of retainer, persons in- 
terestedin thecreditor estate have aright to insist on there- 
tainer being made; and in the very recent case of Sanders: 
v. Heathfield (23 W.R. 331, L. R. 19 Eq. 21) the same 
doctrine was applied. We ventured to pcint out ®* the 
very unsatisfactory grounds on which these decisions 
appear to have been based, but so long as they stand, at 
all events, it is impossible to maintain that there is any 
conflict in the rules of law and equity as to allowing: 
executor’s retainer in the case of legal assets. 

There has, however, been some variance between the 
rules of law and equity with reference to those assets ; that 
variance being, singularly enough, caused by the anxiety 
of courts of equity to push the right of retainer in legal 
assets beyond the limits assigned by the courts of law. 
Thus, in Z'hompson v. Thompson (9 Price, 464), the Court 
of Exchequer refused to allow retainer by an administra- 
trix of a sum due by the testator to a trustee to securean 
annuity to her for life, on the ground that the sum was 
to be paid, not to the executrix, but to the trustee; and 
in the old cases of Roskelley v. Godolphin (Sir'T. Raymond,, 
483) and Marriot v. Thompson (Willes, 186) it was laid 
down that a debt due by the testator to a trustee for the 
executor cannot be retained. But in Cockroft v. Black 
(2 P. Wms. 298) Lord Chancellor King admitted the 
right of anexecutrix toretaina bond made by the testator 
to a trustee for her, the Lord Chancellor remarking 
that “ though in strictness of law the executrix could not 
retain, the bond not being made to herself, yet . . . the 
bond made to the trustee should be the same in equity 
as if made to herself.” And in F’ranks v. Cooper (4 Ves. 
763) the right was admitted in the same circumstances 
in which in 7'/ v. Uh it was denied. The 
general result of the section of the Judicature Act above 
referred to would therefore appear to be, while continuing 
the rule that no retainer is allowed out of equitable 
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assets, somewhat to enlarge the rules originally laid 
down by courts of common law as to retainer out of 
assets. 

“The other question to which we have referred arises 
ander sub-section 1 of section 25 of the Act of 1873, 
re-enacted by section 10 of the Act of 1875. That 
sub-section provides that, in the administration by the 
court of the estates of persons who have died insolvent, 
“the same rules shall prevail and be observed, as to the 

tive rights of secured and unsecured creditors, and 
as to debts and liabilities provable, . - as may be 
in force for the time being under the law of bankruptcy 
with respect to the estates of persons adjudged bank- 
mpt; and all persons who in any such case would be 
entitled to prove for and receive dividends out of the 
estate of any such deceased person. . . may come in 
under the decree or order for the administration of such 
. and make such claims as they may respect- 
ively be entitled to by virtue of this Act.” What will 
be the effect of this provision on the executor’s right 
ofretainer ? It may be said that the result of the sec- 
tion is to apply to the administration of insolvent estates 
by the court the same rules which are adopted in the 
administration of the estates of bankrupts. Now, under 
these rules all the assets not included in the securities of 
the secured creditors are distributable pari passu among 
the unsecured creditors, If, therefore, the executor is 
not, in respect of his right of retainer, a secured creditor, 
he can only come in and prove and receive a divi- 
dend on his debt. Can he be said to be a secured 
creditor within the definition in section 16 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1869—“a creditor holding 
any mortgage, charge or lien’ on the estate? 
It may be urged that, since the executor’s right of re- 
tainer does not materially differ from the vendor's lien 
—both being, in substance, a mere right to prepayment— 
it should be held to come within these words; but then 
there arises the difficulty that the rules in bankruptcy re- 
lating to the rights of secured creditors, which are applied 
to the case by the above provision of the Judicature Act, 
are to a considerable extent inapplicable. The executor 
has no choice but to rest upon his so-called security. 
His right is simply to pay himself out of the proceeds of 
the collection and conversion of the testator’s estate, 
whereas the rules in bankruptcy relating to secured 
creditors have obviously reference to cases where a lien 
or charge exists on some specific property which can be 
sold or valued. There would certainly be some strain- 
ing of language necessary in order to hold that the 
executor is a secured creditor within the definition in 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 

But it may be suggested that the true way to look at 
the matter is, not to inquire whether the executor is or is 
not a secured creditor, but to hold that the result of 
the section is to apply to the administration of estates 
the rules of bankruptcy so far only as those rules are 
applicable ; that is, as regards the rights of all creditors, 
Whether secured or unsecured, who can assert their rights 
under a bankruptcy. As regards those creditors the 
tules of bankruptcy are to prevail; but as an executor 
cannot assert his right of retainer under a bankruptcy, 

bankrupt being necessarily alive at the time of the 
adjudication, there is really no rule of bankruptcy 
Which applies to his case, and his right remains unaffected. 
It cannot be denied that there are difficulties in the way 
of this view ; but we venture to suggest it as the solution 
which will probably be adopted when the question comes 
Up for decision. 





The Court of Appeal have fixed Tuesday next (Mareh 7) 
ad argument of the appeal in Sugden v. Lord St. 
nards, 


4A notice was issued on Monday that the Queen’s Bench 
Division will sit in Banco on the 6th of March, and again 
on every Monday during the continuance of the Hilary 
Sitting (i.c., up to the 11th of April) for the hearing of 





Recent Becistans. 
WRONGFUL LANDING OF GOODS UNDER 
THE MERCHANT SHIPPING ACT, 1862, S. 67. 
(Miedbrodt v. Fitzsimon; ,““ The Energie”; P.C., 
23 W. R. 932, L. R. 6 P. O. 306.) 


As raising a novel point this’case deserves attention, 
but its effect may be stated in a few words. The suit 
was instituted to recover damages against the master of 
a ship for breach of duty in relation to the delivery of a 
cargo. The facts were somewhat complicated, but it is 
enough to say that, a dispute having arisen between the 
master and the owner of cargo as to the amount of freight 
and demurrage due, the master landed and warehoused 
the goods under sections 67 and 68 of the Merchant Ship- 
ping Act, 1862, and put upon them a stop order for an 
amount which was clearly excessive. That the mere fact 
of the amount claimed being excessive did not make the 
landing wrongful was held in favour of the defendant ; 
but, on the other hand, it was held against him that, if 
once the inference were drawn (and it was held fairly 
drawn) that the excessive amount was originally inserted 
in the stop order with the object and intention of exact- 
ing the payment of charges for which the shipowner had 
no lien, the landing and detention of the cargo was a 
wrongful act for which the master was liable in damages.. 
There can be no doubt that the powers given by the 
Act, which, fairly exercised, are of the greatest utility 
and convenience, are not unfrequently made use of for 
improper purposes, and the present decision (which on 
general principles of law is unquestionable) will be a 
useful check to such abuses. 





PAYMENT INTO COURT BY ASSURANCE 
COMPANY UNDER THE TRUSTEE RELIEF 
ACT. 

(In re Haycock’s Policy, M.R., 24 W. R. 291.) 


One doctrine laid down by the Master of the Rolls 
in this case will probably be somewhat startling to many 
of ourreaders. It will be remembered that the Trustee 
Relief Act (10 & 11 Vict. c. 96) provides that “all 
trustees, executors, administrators, or other persons. 
having in their hands any moneys belonging to any trust 
whatever,” may pay such moneys into court. For 
many years it has been very generally supposed that 
under these words a life assurance company is justified, 
whenever a substantial difficulty arises as to the persons 
entitled to the money secured by a policy, to pay it into 
court. This impression seems to have had its origin in 
the case of Jn re Hall (10 W. R. 37), where the objec- 
tion was taken that the assurance company was not a 
trustee, and ought not to have paid the money into 
court; but Wood, V.C., said it had been held that a 
mere stakeholder might pay in a fund under the 
Act, and, therefore, that the assurance company were 
justified in paying in the money. In this case, however, 
the policy moneys were impressed with a trust for the 
family of the assured. But in the subsequent case of 
In re United Kingdom Life Assurance Company (13 
W. R. 645, 34 Beav. 493), Romilly, M.R., held that an 
insurance company who had paid the amount secured by 
a policy, the right to which was disputed, into court 
under the Act, were entitled to costs of the payment 
into court and of the application to pay out of court, 
although, so far as appears, the moneys were not “ be- 
longing to any trust.” He stated that he concurred 


| with Vice-Chancellor Wood that mere stakeholders might 


pay money into court under the Trustee Relief Act, 
which “was not confined to persons actually ap- 
pointed trustees” (see 13 W. R. 646). In the case of Zn 
re Webb's Policy (14 W. R. 857, L. R. 2 Eq. 456), 
Wood, V.C., again gave an assurance company their costs 
as between solicitor and client, although, as he remarked, 
the proceeding was ‘‘in the nature of an interpleader 
suit.” The object of the Trustee Relief Act, he added 
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was to relieve, ‘‘ not only trustees, executors, and adminis- 
trators, but other persons having trust moneys in their 
hands, and to enable them to obtain a cheap and 
efficacious mode of having the rights of- the parties 
settled.” But, with his usual accuracy, the learned 
judge pointed out (see 14 W. R. 857) that, since equitable 
interests had been created, ‘‘the moneys properly came 
within the description of ‘trust’ moneys.” In the 
recent case the present Master of the Rolls has pointed 
out very distinctly that the Trustee Relief Act only ap- 
plies “to persons holding money subject to a trust”; 
hence that an assurance company cannot take advantage 
of the Act where the money secured by the policy is not 
subject to any trust. This is, indeed, obvious from the 
words of the Act, which show that, although the person 
p ying in need not be a trustee, the moneys paid in must 
belong to some trust; but one cannot help feeling regret 
that a course of procedure with reference to disputed sums 
due on policies which has, as the learned judge remarks, 
been “ largely used by insurance companies, and perhaps 
onthe whole very beneficially used,’ should be thus re- 
stricted. It should be remembered that the observations of 
the Master of the Rolls were only dictu. The point decided 
in the case was that, since the persons who disputed the 
jurisdiction under the Act had chosen to present a peti- 
tion under it for payment of the money out of court, 
they must be taken to have admitted the jurisdiction, 
and could not dispute the right of the assurance company, 
who, having a substantial difficulty in ascertaining the 
persons to whom the money was due, paid it into court, 
to their costs of the payment in and appearance on the 
petition. 


CUSTOM TO PLAY GAMES. 
(Hall v. Nottingham, Ex. Div., 24 W.R. 58.) 


This case settles a point which had been left in contro- 
versy by the apparently contrary decisions in Millechamp 
v. Johnson (Willes, 205n) atid Fitch v. Rawlings (2 H. Bl. 
393). In the former case, decided in 1746, it was held that 
a custom for the inhabitants of a parish to play “ at any 
rural sport or game” “‘at all times of the year” was 
bad, not on the ground that the times were unlimited, 
for the court argued that those words must mean “legal 
and reasonable times,” but on the ground that the object 
of the easement, “any rural sports.’ was too general 
and uncertain. The report is very short, and it does not 
appear why the court might not as well have limited the 
description of sports as the description of the time 
during which they might be exercised, to what was legal 
and reasonable, if, in fact, any such limitation was 
needed with regard to the sports.. In Fitch v. Rawlings, 
in 1795, the custom was to play at “cricket and other 
games, sports, and pastimes”’; the defendant had, in fact, 
played at cricket; the objection was not taken that the 
custom was unreasonable for being too general and 
uncertain, and Millechamp v. Johnson was not cited; 
indeed, though decided so long previously, it was not then 
reported. Had that case been cited it might, perhaps, 
have been replied that the custom was here laid less 
generally than in the earlier case; but the point, in 
fact, was not raised that the object of the custom was 
t20 wide, but only that the purpose of the custom was 
not alleged, namely, for health and recreation. This 
objection the court disregarded, and held the custom 
good. In the case of Hall v. Nottingham, the custom 
was “to erect a maypole and dance round it, and other- 
wise enjoy any innocent recreation at any time of the 
year on the ground in question.” The court held it 
good, and dissented from Millechamp +. Johnson. There 
can be no objection to the decision, but it is scarcely 
correct to put it, as the court does, on the authority of 
Fitch v. Rawlings. That “all times”: means “ all 
reasonable times” was established by the very case relied 
on against the custom, as well as by Fitch v, Rawlings, 
and has long been taken as clear. 
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Rebhtews. 
VENDORS AND PURCHASERS. 


A .Treatise on THE Law AND Practice Retatine w 
Venpors AND Purcuaser3 or Reau Estate. By J, 
Henry Dart, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, one of the six 
Conveyancing Counsel of the High Court of Chancery, 
Fifth Edition. By the Auvrnor and WiLu1aM Barge, 
Esq., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons. 


The histories of law books which have once established 
a reputation are generally the same. In exceptional 
cases successive editions have been edited by the origina) 
author, or by some equally eminent successor, with ag 

¢ care as the original work, and the body of new 
law which has arisen in the interval has been from time 
to time incorporated into the work, so as to form an 
integral part of it. This, however, is very rare, and 
perhaps to find a pure example we must go back to 
treatises belonging to an earlier generation. 

In other cases, such as, for instance, in the works of 
the late Lord St. Leonards, the author has bestowed as 
great attention upon the later editions of his work as 
upon the earlier, but has exhausted the original part of 
his labour in the first edition, and the result is that later 
issues, while giving as accurate a picture of the recent 
law as of that which existed when the work was originally 
written, yet fail thoroughly to combine the new with the 
old matter. 

This, again, is exceptional. In the vast majority of 
cases the author, after, perhaps, editing two or three 
issues with care, begins to tire of his work, or grows too 
busy to have time to bestow upon it, and if other edi- 
tions are called for is content with adding the outcome 
of his noting, or leaving to some other hand, either alone 
or with a nominal, or in some cases perhaps a real 
supervision by himself, the preparation of the succeeding 
editions. We think that this is a great evil, yet we do 
not know how it can be remedied. When a law book 
has once become a standard work, no new-comer can for 
many years attempt to enter the field over which it ex. 
tends. The book gets out of print, and it is necessary 
that it should be modified with a view to statutory and 
other changes in the law. A new edition must be had, 
and the original author has grown too busy a man to be 
able to undertake the entire management of it. Itise 

t evil however, because the editor or co-editor is pre- 
sumably not the equal in capacity or experience of the 
original author; and even in cases in which he is capable 
and experienced, the diffidence natural to a man who has 
to deal with a work of established reputation written by 
another may well prevent him from introducing such 
modifications as he would have made if he had himself 
been the author. 

These obeervations are applicable in no small degree 
to the work now before us. We are not familiar with 
the first two editions of Mr. Dart’s book, but we have 
long valued the third, which was published as long ago 
as the year 1856, and which, in spite of successive new 
editions of the able and authoritative treatise on the 
same subject by Lord St. Leonards, stood its ground, 
and was, we think, at all times consulted as frequently, 
or nearly as frequently, as the latter work. The fourth 
edition was published in Décember, 1870, and the fifth, 
which is now before us, at the end of the long vacation 
of last year. It need scarcely be said that, during the 
very considerable interval that has elapsed since the 
publication of the third edition, the law relating to ven- 
dors and purchasers has undergone very great growth 
and change. Many of the results of these are referred 
to in the new editions, but in a very large number, if not 
the majority, of instances they are referred to very 
slightly, and the modifications which they effect ate 
either not stated or are stated by way of addition to and 
not variation of the parts of the original treatise to which 
they belong; and we find that some of such results are 
not referred to at all, 
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We cannot, within the limits of this review, give more 
¢han an example or two of what we have been stating. 

In p. 685 a statement is repeated iu its original form 
from the third edition of the work. It is the following : 
—Where a conveyance wa3 made to a purchaser ap- 

ntly as the beneficial owner, but the purchase-money 
was, in fact, part of a charitable fund, and the nominal 
urchaser, by a subsequent deed, in execution of a power 
reserved by the conveyance, settled the property in favour 
of the charity, it was held that both the conveyance and 
the subsequent settlement required to be enrolled in 
chancery under the Statute of Charitable Uses,” and the 
marginal note to the paragraph is :—“ Conveyance to cha- 
rity trustee as apparent beneficial owner must be enrolled 
under the Mortmain Act.” In the next page (p. 686) it 
is stated that “ By the 24 & 25 Vict. c. 9, certain assur- 
ances, notwithstanding non-compliance with the require- 
ments of the 9 Geo. 2, c. 36, as to enrolment, were made 
yalid if enrolled within twelve months after the passing 
ofthe Act.” This is the only notice of the provisions of 
the important statute of the 24 & 25 Vict., and no men- 
tion is made of the 2nd section of the Act, which provides 
that where there is a conveyance to a trustee fora charity, 
and the charitable uses are declared by a separate deed, 
it shall nut be necessary to enrol the conveyance. Thus 
the paragraph we have qaoted remains a very imperfect 
and misleading exposition of the existing law, with a 
marginal note which is absolutely inaccurate. 

Again, in the same page (p. 686), is cited the section 
of 29 & 30 Vict. c. 57, which provides for enrolment 
after twelve months where the omission to enrol has 
arisen from accidental causes, and in a note it is stated 
that the application is bysummons. No notice is taken 
of the important variation of this section effected by the 
13th section of the 35 & 36 Vict. c. 24, which allows the 
Clerk of Enrolments to enrol the assurance upon being 
satisfied by affidavit of the bona fides of the application. 
The last-mentioned statute is referred to only as enabling 
the Charity Commissioners to grant a certificate of ‘‘ re- 
gistration”’ to trustees of a charity, but what the 
nature or effect of the registration is, is not stated. 

Turning to the part of the treatise that relates to re- 
strictive covenants running with the land we find no re- 
ference tu the case of McLean v. McKay (21 W. R. 798, 
L. R. 5 P. C. 327), a case which ought to have been 
mentioned, not only from the importance of its general 
bearing upon the subject, but from the fact that it is the 
decision of a tribunal of very high authority. We have 
observed other omissions and inaccuracies; many of them 
are, however, of minor importance, and it would be too 
much to expect that a work of this magnitude should be 
free from them. 

Perhaps a more material element in the consideration 
of the value of the work is the manner in which new 
gues have been cited. They have, as we have already 

ntimated, been tacked on to instead of being incor- 
Porated in the original treatise, aud, further, they have 
been tacked on piecemeal and by way of patchwork. 
The authors do not appear to have taken the trouble to 
consider their effect as a whole, and as to many of the 
Questions which have, since the appearance of the third 
edition, been the subject of real or seeming judicial 
conflict, we have not the benefit of any decided opinion. 

We looked with curiosity for what would be said upon 
matter which has recently created considerable atten- 
on—the sufficiency of a signature by an auctioneer de- 
scribed to be “ on behalf of the vendor,” the name of the 
vendor not being mentioned in the contract. The cases 
ate cited, but there is no discussion of them, and we are 
left in absolute uncertainty as to what is the opinion of 


the authors. The considerations that ought to govern: 


the question have, in our opinion, been rightly indicated 

Vice-Chancellor Malins in Beer v. London and Puris 
Hotel Company (L. R. 20 Eq. 412). The case is noticed in 
the addenda, with the addition, “ and quere,” words the 
Meaning of which we cannot make out; but no reference 
whatever is made to the principle of this or of any of the 





other decisions or to their effect upon the law of contracts 
made by agents on behalf of undisclosed principals. 

The legislation of last year is not treated in a satis- 
factory manner. An abstract is given of the Act relating 
to registration of title, an abstract which, although 
totally useless, could not, perhaps, be omitted from a 
treatise on the Law of Vendors and Purchasers. But the 
only comment of the authors on the Act is this : —“ Such 
are the main provisions of an Act which will probably 
achieve a success greater than that achieved by its pre- 
decessors; but less than that which would be com- 
mensurate with the ability and labour with which it has 
been framed ’’—surely a somewhat feeble observation. 

What is probably the most important section of the 
Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, and certainly the section 
of which the greatest use has been made,—namely, that 
which enables questions of title to be disposed of on 
summons—is referred to incidentally only in the middle 
of the chapter upon Specific Performance, and is not 
noticed in the index, and the case of Coward and Adam's 
Purchase (23 W. R. 605, L. R. 20 Eq. 179), touching the 
question of the costs of an application under the section, 
is not cited. 

It is inevitable that in noticing an edition of a work 
which we consider inferior to its predecessors we should 
draw attention rather to defects than to merits. We 
must not, however, be understood as expressing an un- 
favourable opinion of the work asawhole. It is, beyond 
doubt, a most valuable treatise, and one that must be 
consulted by every practitioner. It may be said to be 
without a rival, for the work of Lord St. Leonards is now 
of a comparatively old date, and, though it retains a very 
great authority, its arrangement is so faulty as to render 
it difficult for reference. The excellent arrangement of 
Mr. Dart’s original treatise was, perhaps, one of the 
chief causes of its success, and this arrangement has been 
preserved in the latest edition;. 





General Correspondence. 


“ DEvVILLING.” 
[To the Editor of the Sol'citors’ Jow-nal, | 


Sir,—I have read with extreme interest the admirable 
observations that appear in your columns of last week on 
the subject of Mr. Norwood’s Bill. Whatever be the 
fate of that measure it can hardly fail to do some service 
by the ventilation of questions the discussion of which 
is of the first importance to both branches of the legal 
profession, as well as to the public at large. It certainly 
is a monstrous abuse that, however highly counsel may 
be feed, there is no absolute assurance that a client wil 
reap the benefit of the advocacy for which he so dearly 
pays. How is such an injustice rendered possible ? 
Through, it would seem, two distinct but jointly operating 
causes—the general sentiment of the bar which permits, 
and the custom of “ devilling” which enables, a barrister 
to take all the business that may come to his chambers. 
The instinctive honour of a pre-eminently noble pro- 
fession ought, one would suppose, to be proof against 
accepting a single shilling except for labour honestly 
undertaken and honestly performed. There is, however, 
an obvious enough resson why delicacy of feeling and 
niceness of sensibility should be blunted in this case. 
Etiquette, that omnipotent arbiter of forensic morality, 
not only does not condemn, but tacitly sanctions, that 
which, according to every other code of ethics, is mani- 
festly and grossly wrong; hence the juristic conscience 
is dead to the reproach of unfair dealing, and without a 
qualm acquiesces in a most pernicious practice. 

“Devilling” affords the ways and means whereby 
this practice is carried on, and it may, therefore, be 
inferred that a reformed etiquette or an annihilation 
of “devils would prove equally effectual in putting a 
stop to the evil complained of. Legal “devils” are, 
without doubt, very wi:ked spirits; veritable fiends, they 
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heap torments upon themselves, no less than upon the 
unhappy beings who may fall into the hades of the 
law. “ Devilling” is, in fact, a downright misfortune 
all round; it injures everybody, it makes everybody 
poorer; a paradox, which is solved by a consideration 
of the case of each party concerned. The solicitor 
or client is injured, because, in the absence of “ devil- 
ling,” he would have the direct services of the counsel 
he retains ; the “devil” is injured, because, if there were 
no “ devilling,” he would be himself retained and paid 
for business, which, without his “devilling,” could not 
be got through by the man for whom he “ devils”’; this 
latter (let us call him the “devilee”) is injured, be- 
cause, in deference to the custom of “ devilling,” he 
must, asa rule, in self-defence take every brief that comes, 
and cannot safely insist on bigger fees as the condition 
of attending to that limited amount of work to which 
alone he can devote his personal exertions; though, if 
the same income could be realized, he would no doubt 
prefer to restrict his toil to such matters as he can him- 
self handle. In truth, existing “devilees’’ are at pre- 
sent sought after on account of their acknowledged 
ability and established reputation, and if “ devilling” 
were abolished to-morrow they would be sought after 
with no less eagerness. The demand would be precisely 
the same, but the supply of their services being 
diminished, their fees would rise, and must rise, by the 
competition of solicitors and clients for those services. 
When the “‘ devilees”’ had their hands full there would 
be a surplus of business still undisposed of, and this 
would fall to the lot of less distinguished men, the pre- 
sent “‘devils” included. Itis true that, in certain in- 
stances, clients would have to pay heavier fees down, but 
then they would get a proportionately more valuable re- 
turn for their moncy in the certainty that their cases 
would be attended to by the counsel they retain. 

It is a delusion to imagine that “devilling” per se 
keeps open to the struggling barrister an avenue to suc- 
cess. ‘ Devils’ as such do get on, but why? Simply 
because they enjoy an exceptional advantage ; but if a man 
ceased to “ devil,” provided everybody else did likewise, 
his former industry ought equally to push him forward. 
So long, indeed, as the fiat of the profession has not been 
obtained to the universal and unconditional abolition of 
“ devilling,” no “devil” can be expected to stand up by 
himself and discard his exceptional position; the 
suprema lex of self-preservation compels the most dis- 
interested barrister to husband every opportunity, until 
at least he is well over the rocks. United action is 
therefore the only effectual means of laying siege to the 
mischievous fortress of “ devildom;” which, if your 
powerful journal will join in the assault, will ere long 
have to yield without discretion. C. 





Tue Venpor anp Purcnaser Act, 1874. 
[ Zo the Editor cf the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—If, as suggested in the article in your issue of 
the 26th inst., some statutory amendment of the 4th 
section of this Act is to be passed, is it too much to ask 
that it should complete the reform which that section 
commenced ? 

The Act empowers the legal personal representative 
of a mortgagee, “on payment of all sums secured by 
the mortgage,” to convey or surrender the mortgaged 
estate. As you remark, this section does not apply to a 
sale by a mortgagee under a power, nor does it enable 
the legal personal representative to pass the legal estate 
in mortgaged premises, except in cases where the whole 
sum secured by the mortgage is paid off. If, then, an 
owner of the equity of redemption in an estate, the 
mortgage debt whereon is vested in the legal personal 
representative of his mortgagee, determines to sell a 
portion of that estate, and the mortgagee’s representative 
agrees to release the portion so sold, either.on the terms 
of the purchase-money being paid to him in part satisfac- 
tion of the amount due, or on the terms of the whole 





$$ 
debt remaining charged on the unsold portion of the 
property, such legal personal representative cannot con. 
vey the legal estate to the purchaser. : 

Again, if the same owner determined to offer hig 
property in lots with the concurrence of the mo! 3 
representative, such representative could not, by joining 
in the different conveyances, pass the legal estate, even 
if the whole of the purchase-money of every lot werg 
paid to him, unless the purchase-money of the first lot 
proved sufficient to discharge the mortgage debt, 
Possibly, in some cases, the difficulty might be got over 
by a re-conveyance to the mortgagor, followed by a fresh 
mortgage to the legal personal representative, of course 
without putting on the face of the deed any notice of 
his representative character ; but in many instances such 
a plan would be impracticable. Is there any reason 
why the legal personal representative of a mortgagee 
should not have power to convey the mortgaged estate 
in all cases in which he is empowered to give a receipt 
for the mortgage money ? 

At all events, it is to be hoped that, if we are to have 
an amending Act, it will be one that will not need sub. 
sequent legislation to explain or further amend it. 

Hereford, Feb. 28. i. 





SERVICE OF WRITs IN IRELAND. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal.] 


Sir.—A new practice has sprung up of issuing from the 
common law divisions of the English High Court of Justice, 
writs against debtors, or alleged debtora, resident in Ire 
land, and such writs are now constantly served on defend. 
ants io Ireland. 

A similar practice prevails in the Chancery Division of 
serving in Ireland writs upon defendants to actions in that 
division grounded on contracts, and not relating to land in 
England. 

A little consideration will, I think, satisfy any one that 
the High Court of Justice in England has no such juris. 
diction, and that such proceedings, unless defendants 
admit the jurisdiction by appearing to the writ, must be 
abortive, and are an invasion of the rights of the public in 
Treland. 

At common law the superior courts in England have no 
power to serve in Ireland. The right to do so is altogether 
created by statute. 

The power was first given to the equity courts to serve 
in Ireland orders relating to land in England, and a corres- 
ponding power was given to Irish equity courts to serve in 
England orders, &c., in relation to land in Treland ; except 
in relation to land in each country, no such power was con- 
ferred on either court. 

Then, in 1852, by the English Common Law Procedure 
Act of that year (15 & 16 Vict. c. 76) power was given to 
the law courts to order service of writs out of their jaris- 
diction, “ except” in Scotland or Ireland (section 18) ; and 
another section (236) says—“ nothing in this Act shall 
extend to Ireland or Scotland” ; and in like manner in the 
Common Law Procedure Act, 1860, s. 46, it is distinctly 
enacted that nothing in that Act shall extend to Ireland or 
Scotland. 

These Acts remain untouched and unrepealed. 

On the creation, in 1873, of the High Court of Justice in 
England, there were conferred on that court the powers, 
and only the powere, then possessed by the courts named 
in the 16th section of the Act of 1873, amongst them being 
the Court of Chancery and the courts of common law, 
which never possessed the powers now sought to be 
exercised, 

It is sought to justify this new practice under the pro- 
visions of the 11th of the rules anuexed to the Judicature 
Act of 1875. No distinct provision to this effect is 
mentioned in the rule, which applies only to writs which 
the court has authority to issue. It cannot be contended 
that a rule can in this way, by a side wind, repeal the 
distinct and express enactments of statutes, and both the 
rule and the form of writ annexed to the Act have sufficient 
and fall application to writs outside the exception in the Act 
of 1852. 

But see to what absurdities the new practice, if tolerated, 
would lead. A defendant in any district of Englund can often 
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appear and have his case tried in the district where he re- 
; but there are no districts in Ireland of the English 
Sapreme Court. The Irish local civil bill courts are not 
gonnected in any way with it, and is a country shopkeeper 
in or Donegal to be dragged to London to settle a 
inated account with a Manchester or Birmingham house ? 
gain, are defendants in Ireland to be thus deprived of the 
advantage they now enjoy, of having all disputed questions 
to £40 disposed of in the civil bill court of the district 
t their residence, under the Act of 33 & 34 Vict. ¢. 109, 
qhich applies to Ireland only ? 

But supposing the writ issued and served, no appearance 
filed, and judgment by default entered, is it at all probable 
that the Court of Common Pleas in Ireland will permit such 
aj ent to be transferred to its records, and execution 
ae Ireland upon it? ‘That court has already declined 
to doso, in the case of a judgment transferred from an Eng- 
lish county court, and of what avail then will be the writ 
issued from the English court ? 

There is not, I believe, any need of an Act of Parliament 
tosettle the matter. The court in England should be ap- 
plied to to set aside any such proceeding when instituted, 
and the application, if necessary, should be carri-d t> the 
Court of Appeal, and only in case of failure should any new 
legislation be sought. 

see that on the 23rd ult., in a case of Western v. The 
Aktiebolagt, §c., Company*, the Exchequer Division of the 
High Court has upheld the 19th section of the Act of 1852 








ublin. Henry OLpHam, 
Houcieties. 
- MANCHESPFER INCORPORATED LAW 
ASSOCIATION. 


The thirty-seventh annual report of the committee states 
that the treasurer's accounts show a balance in hand of 
£114 12s. 4d. The amount of Consols held in trust for the 
association is £672 12s, 3d., on which there are in hand 
accumulated dividends to the amount of £124 14s. 6d. 

After briefly summarizing the measures of importance to 
‘the profession passed during the parlimentary session the 
report refers to the Judicature Acts.—The most important 
event of the year, from a legal point of view, was un- 
questionably the coming into operation, on the Ist of 
November, 1875, of the Judicature Acts, 1873 and 1875. 
The provisions of these Acts have so long occupied the 
attention of the profession that a recapitulation of them is 
mnnecessary. 

When the Act of last session (38 & 39 Vict. c. 77) was 
‘introduced in the House of Lords, your committee pre- 
sented a petition to the House stating the powers at pre- 
sent exercised by the prothonotaries of the Court of 
‘Common Pieas at Lancaster, and pointing out that the Bill 
would not confer on the district registrars the powers 
possessed by the prothonotaries in certain matters, and 

ying that the facilities hitherto enjoyed by 
hire suitors for the local conduct of interlocutory 
proceedings might not be abridged. The petition 
was forwarded to the Lord Chancellor, and his favourable 
consideration of it and of the amendments suggested by 
your committee was requested. Your committee after- 
wards, acting, so far as the interests of Lancashire were 
eoncerned, in concert with the Liverpool and Preston 
Law Societies, and generally with the Associated Pro- 
vincial Law Societies, petitioned the House of Commons 
for the amendment of the rules relating to district regis- 
tries. Mr. Gorst, M.P., undertook to move the amendments 
in committee. A deputation from your association (along 
With representatives of Lancashire Law Societies, and of 
the Associated Provincial Law Societies) had an interview 
with the Attorney and Solicitor-General to urge the adop- 
tion of the proposed amendments, and an influential depu- 
tation of Lancashire members afterwards waited on the 
Lord Chancellor with the same object. 

The efforts of the various law societies resulted in ob- 
taining some substantial alterations in the rules, but not to 
the extent your committee desired with reference to the 
powers of the Lancashire district registrars, as the Govern- 
Ment eventually decided to make the powers of the Lanca- 


~# See “Cases of the Week.” —Ep. S.J. 








shire registries similar to those in other partsof the country, 
which were not so extensive as those previously exercised 
in the County Palatine. 

In accordance with a resolution passed at the annual 
provincial meeting at Liverpool, of the Incoporated Law 
Society, and since adopted by several leading provincial 
law societies, your committee have passed the fullowing 
resolution :— 

“ That the com mittee of this association consider it de- 
sirable it should be understood to be the rule that solicitors 
practising in a district registry, and undertaking business 
in such registry on instractions received from another 
solicitor, shall conduct such business on the usual agency 
terms in the absence of any special agreement on the 
subject.” 

Among the Bills introduced into Parliament which did 
not become law were the following :— 

The Lands Clauses Consolidation Acts Amendment Bill.— 
This Bill was brought in by Mr. Cawley, and proposed 
to deprive owners of property exceeding £50 in value 
of their option of having the compensation settled 
by a jury, and practically to enable promoters to insist 
upon an umpire appointed by the Board of Trade, and 
also sought to deprive claimants of the power of prevent- 
ing promoters from taking part only of a house, building, 
or manufactory. Your committee, deeming these provi- 
sions to be very objectionable, presented to the House of 
Commons a petition against the Bill. The petition was 
also printed and sent to the Incorporated and Provincial 
Law Societies, the Government, and various members of 
Parliament. In consequence of prompt and united action 
on the part of various law societies and other bodies the 
Bill was withdrawn. 

Bilis of Sale Act Amendment Bill.—Mr. Lopes having 
brought in a Bill on this subject, your committee pointe 
out to the Manchester Chamber of Commerce, who had un- 
dertaken to deal with the subject, the defects of the Bill, 
and suhsequeatly, at their request, some members of your 
committee met the members of the Council] of the Chamber 
of Commerce who had charge of the matter, when the 
amendments proposed were fully discussed and approved. 
The Bill was considerably amended, but was ultimately 
withdrawn. 

Clerk of the Peace (County Palatine of Lancaster) Act 
Amendment Bill.—Towards the close of the session a Bill 
was introduced into the House of Commons, on behalf of the 
Justices, to amend the above Act, by providing that the 
power to appoint deputy-clerks of the peace, given by 
the Act to the Chancellor of the Duchy, should 
be vested in the clerk of the peace subject to the 
approval of the Chancellor; and that the clerk of the 
peace should, out of.his salary, pay the salaries and ex- 
penses of the deputies. A petition against the Bill was 
presented to the House by Mr. Callender, M.P., and a 
deputation from the Liverpool Law Society and your 
association, accompanied by two of the members for Liver- 
pool and Mr. Callender, waited on the Chancellor uf the 
Duchy, and stated the objections to the Biil. The result 
of this interview was that, on the suggestion of the Chan- 
cellor of the Duchy, the Bill was immediately withdrawn 
till next session, on the understanding that it should thea 
be referred to a select comnittee which should consider 
the whole question of criminal procedure in the county, 
ia conjunction with the working of the administration of 
justice in Liverpool and Manchester. 

Professional Remuneration.—The Council of the Iacor- 
porated Law Society having submitted to yoar committee 
“‘a suggested new scale of professional remuneration,” 
which had been drawn up for the consideration of the 
council, your committee prepared a report upon it, which 
was printed and forwarded to each member of the Council 
of the Incorporated Law Society, and to all the provincial 
law societies. The subject is still under the consideration 
of the Incorporated Law Society, who are also giving at- 
tention to the rules governing the taxation of costs between 


} party and party, and are urging that these costs should be 


so adjusted as to re-imbarse the successful party all 
charges and expenses reasonably incurred, and that, in 
chancery casds, the unsuccessful party should pay the same 
costs as are allowed against a fand in court. 

Organization of the Profession—A farther step towards 
concentration of the opinion and inflaence of the profession 
has been taken during the past year by the establishment, 
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in a definite form, of the “Associated Provincial Law 
Societies,”’ whose object is to supply the machinery for 
enabling country law societies and solicitors to communi- 
cate their views, and act together, on the important ques- 
tions which continually arise affecting the profession. 

The association now comprises upwards of twenty provin- 
cial law societies, including our own, and during the last 
parliamentary session the influence of the profession in all 
parts of the country was, by its means, collected and 
brought to bear upon the Judicature Acts and rules, the 
Land Transfer Bill and other subjects, in a manner, and 
with an effect, which would otherwise have been im- 

ible. 

Bankrupt Law Commission. — A commission having 
been appointed by the Lord Chancellor to inquire into 
the law and practice of bankruptcy, your committee 
forwarded to the commissioners some suggestions on the 
subject. 

Probate Court—Principal Registry.—The attention of the 
committee having been called to the subject by the 
Bath Law Society, they passed a resolution in favour of 
arrangements being made to enable solicitors to trans. 
act common form business at the principal re- 
gistry of the Court of Probate through the post. This 
resolution was communicated to the Incorporated Law 
Society, who took the matter up, and applied to the judge 
for his sanction. Sir James Hannen, however, though he 
saw no objection in principle to the proposal, declined to 
sanction it because it would very largely augment the 
business of the principal registry and render necessary a 
considerable increase in its staff. 

Owens College—Professorship of Law.—Your commitiee 
had much pleasure in concurring with the council of the 
Owens College in convening a meeting of the Jegal pro- 
fession to confer with the college authorities as to the 
establishment of a permanent professorship of law, with 
8 resident professor. At this meeting the proposal was 
cordially adopted, and a subscription opened to form 
an endowment fund, and your committee are glad 
to report that the appeal was so liberally responded 
to that the college have felt warranted in making an 
appointment, and have elected to the professorship Mr. 
Alfred Hopkinson, B.A., who has already entered upon 
his duties. ‘ 

The Preliminary Examinations of candidates for articles 
have been held during the past year, as heretofore, in 
Manchester, under the superintendence of members of the 
association as local examiners, 

Your committee have pleasure in recording that at the 
final examination for Michaelmas Term, 1874, Mr. Alfred 
Wallis, to whom the prize given by Mr. Davies, of Warring- 
ton, through this association, in 1873, for the best essay 
on the “History and Law of Tenure of Real Property” 
‘was awarded, obtained the first prize, viz., that given by 
the Honourable Society of Clifford’s-inn. 

Provincial Meeting of the Incorporated Law Soviety.— 
This meeting, the second of those held under the 
auspices of the Incorporated Law Society, took places 
in Liverpool on the 13th and 14th of October. Your 
association was, as usual, represented by a deputation. The 
meeting was the largest and most successful which has yet 
been held in the provinces, being attended by about 200 
gentlemen. After an address had been delivered by Mr. 
G. B. Gregory, M.P. (the president), several important 
papers were read and discussed. The members of the 
society were received and entertained by the president and 
members of the Incorporated Law Society of Liverpool, and 
by the Mayor of Liverpool, with the greatest hospitality and 
attention. The place at which the next provincial meetin 
will be held will be fixed by the Council of the Incorporat 
Law Society. 


The annual dinner of the members of the Society took 
lace on the 29th of February at the Albion Hotel, 
iccadilly. Mr. T, Claye presided, and there wer 
present the Mayor of Manchester (Mr. Alderman 
Curtis), the Mayor of Salford (Mr. Alderman Har- 
wood), a deputation from the Liverpool Law Associa- 
tion (consisting of Mr. Bird, president, and Mr. Don. 
can, vice-president), Mr. A. Hopkinson (professor of 
arisprudence and law ab Owens College), Messrs. J. 
Ponsonby, RB. Radford, M. Bateson Wood, J. A. Foyster, 





J. Bond (vice-president of the association), A. Leaf, J, 
Mellor (Oldham), C. Makinson, G. Brett, J. Booth, J. tial, 
J. F. Tweedale (Oldham), J. Watkins (Bolton), P. Waraon 
(Bary), P. Woolley, J. Cooper, Li. S. Cooper, 8. Unwin, 
hon, sec., &c. 

Professor Hopkinson, in proposing the  toagt of 
the evening, “Prosperity to the Manchester Inoor. 
porated. Law Association,’ said the work which 
he had undertaken in this city was rendered 
possible in a great measure by the help of thy 
Manchester Law Association, and he believed 
if that work was to be continued with prosperity in the 
midst of considerable difficulty it must be carried op 
with the help of that association. Without that help he 
believed it would be impossible for that work to be success. 
fully carried ov. In other places the preparation of students 
for the legal profession appeared to be a mel 
failure. He would venture to say that that work had not 
been a success in Liverpool ; it had not been a success ja 
Birmingham ; while in the Inns of Court it had been still 
less a success. In Manchester, however, they were not in 
that condition; and he believed, in a great measure, 
through the help of that association, the Owens College waa 
in a position actually to educate students, and not only that, 
but to provide something like a systematic education for 
those who were about to take part in the legal pro 
fession. That was certainly most important, not merely 
in the interest of those who were going to enter the 
legal profession, but much more in the interest of 
the general public. For his own part, with the assist- 
ance which he expected to receive from the Man- 
chester Incorporated Law Association, he hoped he might 
beable, not only to advantage Owens College, with which he 
was connected, but also to bring into both branches of the 
legal profession gentlemen who would be enabled to keep’ t 
in the position which it had long since attained. 

Mr. J. Boxy responded to the toast. 

Mr. R. Raprorp proposed the health of the Mayor of 
Manchester, to which his worship responded, in the course 
of his speech eulogising the town clerk, Sir Joseph Heron, 
who was prevented by a previous engagement from being 
present. 

Mr. LeaF proposed the health of the Mayor of Sa’forl.— 
The Mayor of that borough, in responding, dwelt upon the 
cordial relations which existed between the corporations of 
Manchester and Salford. 

Other toasts included ‘‘The Lord Chancellor, the Judges, 
and the Local Judges ;” “‘ The Incorporated Law Society of 
Liverpool” (to whieh Messrs. Bird & Duncan, the president 
and vice-president of the association, responded); and “The 
President.” 





BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The annual meeting of the Birmingham Law Students’ 
Society was held at the Midland Hotel on Friday, Febroary 
25. About sixty of the members of the society and their 
friends sat down to dinner. Mr. J. Fitzjames Stephen, Q.C., 
presided. Amongst those present were Messrs. Henry 
Hawkes, W. H. B. Rosher, E. J. Hayes (town clerk), 
G. J. Johnson, T. H. Gem, Stubbs, J. H. Harris, A. Foster, 
H. J. Osborne, A. Coleman, ©, J. Browett (secretary), &c. 

The CuatrMan briefly proposed the toast cf the ‘‘ Queen 
and Royal Family,” which was duly honoured. 

Mr. J. W. Browstr (hon. sec.) read the annual report, 
which was briefly as follows :—LKight honorary and twenty- 
two ordinary members had been introduced into the society 
during the year, and this compared favonrably with. the 
number elected during the previous year. The society now 
consists of 206 honorary, and sixty ordinary members. 
The committee again impressed upon the members the 
duty of attending regularly and taking active part in the 

roceedings and discussions at the meetings of the society. 
By so doing they would acquire greater confidence in them- 
selves and in their own resources, and, while gainiog an in- 
creased knowledge of the theory and practice of the law, 
would obtain an insight into the natures and characters of 
fellow-members of the profession. Seventeen meetings hed 
been held during the year, at which, with one exception, 
points of a strictly legal character had been discarsed. ‘The 
attendance at the meetings had beon satisfactory. Three 
lectures had also been delivered, and the committee ex- 
pressed a hope that the society might continue to prosper. 
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- The CuarrMan thanked the society for affording him an 
opportunity of making the acquaintance of so large and 
t a branch of the profession to which he had be- 
longed so many years. Hefound the objects for which the 
gociety met of an exemplary, and, indeed, a generally 
admirable character. He was led to think of the time 
when his acquaintance with Kirmingham and _ that 
circuit first began, in the early part of 1854. ‘lhey 
had seen a great variety of changes since that time. 
Twenty-two years wa: not a very remote antiquity, 
and when looked back upon it had an unpleasantly 
strong resemblance to yesterday morning. But if they con- 
sidered what had happened during those twenty-two years, 
and the various changes made in the law of the land, he 
must confess that they could not help feeling that many 
things had passed away in a most extraordinary manner, 
and that the profession, which was once regarded as a sort 
of type of all that was immovable and tenacious of old ways 
and opinions, bad executed a variety of dances which 
might be beautiful, but sometimes were not a little intricate. 
Just after he was called to the bar there was passed the Act of 
1854, not the first revolution in his lifetime, but in h’s 
fessional career. Before that, whilst he was a student, 
ere were some things called new rules, but which 
were just beginning to be called old rules—the rules of 
1854; it was then considered that a new and great 
reform would be made, and pleading would be raised 
to an exceedingly lofty and elevated position. That 
lasted until 1873, and then they got a new revolution. An in- 
calculable portion of the old law passed away, and they found 
themselves almost in the midst of a transformation scene 
which introduced an extracrdinary change, which in turn 
introduced greater changes, until they became fruitful 
matter of a hundred and more. These were only part of the 
changes that had taken place during the last twenty years. 
When he first came to Birmingham, if a man stole a thing 
value one penny he had to be sent to the sessions, at any 
tate, to be tried, and possibly to the assizes. He remembered 
the hearing of a case at Northampton, tried before Mr. Baron 
Parke, in which a man was indicted for stealing a shovel, 
value one penny, and acquitted. That made him think 
that the necessity of bringing such a tremendous steam- 
hammer into play to crack such a little nut was 
one of the oddest things possible. The Criminal 
Justice Act swept all that away. One remark he had 
made—and he still believed in it, and thought it might be 
worthy of their serious consideration—it was this, that 
although there had been changes of all kinds—many of 
them, he believed, considerable improvements—there had 
been singularly little change, less he thought than might 
have been advantageously made ; at all events, not enough 
to superannuate in any degree the knowledge acquired by 
him at a much earlier period than that at which he began 
to turn his attention to subjects of that kind. He had 
often felt that the person who began seriously to study 
the profession of the law must find himself a 
almost overwhelmed by the difficulty of the task. It was 
like being lost in a wood where there were so many trees 
that they could hardly see the wood, and, indeed, could 
hardly tell one tree from another. They were brought 
into contact with a number of cases, and when they came 
to apply them they found them differ more or less, which 
might throw them considerably wrong, and might—though 
that was a secondary consideration—have some effect on the 
interest of their clients. That feeling was considerably 
heightened if they extended their researchos from the 
of recorded cases to the much larger library com- 

posed of Acts of Parliament. They knew very little where 
they were in apy particular Act, or what Acts there were 
they ought to look at; in fact, looking at the law from 
point of view, it seemed to be a sort of howling wilder- 
ness, in which there were no land-marks, and very little 
Feility of finding their way by any means whatever. 
tt was a very melancholy view of things, and 

it had the disadvantage of not being true. When 
they had gone on for a considerable time they would find 
was very much less of the law than they might sup- 
pose, and what there was of it was much more intelligible 
and hung together in a more intelligible manner. He had long 
maintained and preached that if it were possible to collect 
the ag (ce of the law together it ntact om a good thing, 
and that if they were collected, and freed from the mass of 
illustrations with which they were encumbered, they would 


kind in general and the legal profession in particular. He 
did believe they would find a mine of wisdom, and com- 
mon sense, and rational spirit, and fair play in the law of 
this country, when they properly understood it, which, he 
thought, they would find exceedingly difficult to equal, and 
impossible to excel, in any other part of the world. It was 
like an exceedingly ill-dressed man with a very good figure- 
When they had the good fortune to pierce through the huek 
and got to the kernel they would find, in most respecte, it. 
was thoroughly well worthy of the trouble, In Ac's of 
Parliament there was afar greater amount of good than 
there was thought to be. He had attempted to impress on 
people the importance of the codification of the law, but he 
did not get them to agree on the point, because the truth 
was hardly any one understood it. They might dismiss: 
from their minds the opinion that anything of the kind 
would take place in this country during the life of the 
youngest man in the room. Almost every one, however, 
might perform that operation for himself. He not only 
belleved the law was wise and but, with a study and 
practice of it, it had a moral effect upon those who foilowed iz 
out in a manly spirit, and tried to do it fairly. He believed 
their profession was one continual exemplification of the. 
text that “honesty was the best po.icy.” The genuine 
object of the law was embodied in one word—‘*‘ Justice:”’ 
that should always guide them. The more they practised 
any part of their profession the more they would find that 
there were things a man and a gentleman might do, although 
the world at large might say he ought not to do them, and 
that there were things he ought never to do, though the 
world at large might be very much surprised. They 
would find this out soon enough when they came to practise > 
they would find where the line lay between misleading and 
deceiving a court, and between using legitimate argument 
in defence, and what might be a bad case. A man who- 
could not appreciate this was not in his right place in any 
branch of the profession whatever. There was no kind of 
advantage which ever ought to give an honourable man 
equal satisfaction with the advantage of feeling that those 
with whom he was connected in business believed in him, 
and placed confidence in him, though he was telling them 
that which they wished to disbelieve. Their profession was 
one which might be practised by one of unblemished 
purity, by the man of the highest standing in the world. It 
contained many good men, and in every branch it contained 
those who deserved the worst that could be said about them 
Their great object was to learn to discern one from the other. 
He concluded by again exhorting them to do their best to 
make themselves proficient in their profession. 
Mr. Hawkes (vice-chairman) proposed the toast of ‘* The 
Bench and the Bar,” to which Mr. RosHer responded. 
Mr. F. W. Lowe proposed “The Birmingham Law 
Society.” —Mr. G. J. Jounson (president) briefly responded. 
The CHarrman, in humorous terms, next proposed the 
toast of the evening, “The Birmingham Law Students” 
Society.” Other toasts followed, and the remainder of the 
eveuing was spent in a convivial manner. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the directors was held at 
the hall of the Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, 
on Thursday, the 2nd inst., the following being present, viz. , 
Mr. Desborough (chairman), and Messrs. Carpenter, Collis— 
son, Lovell, Masterman, Styan, Tylee, and Boodle (secre- 
tary). The general business of the association was transacted, 
and it was announced that the late treasurer, Samuel 
Steward, -» had bequeathed the sum of £100 to the assu- 
ciation, which his executors had intimated would be paid tree 
of legacy a A donation of ten guineas was also an-- 
nounced as having been kindly contributed by Thomas 
Massey, Esq., barrister-at-law, formerly a practising solicitor. 





The Court of Appeal sat on Monday to hear appeale. 
from the Admiralty Division, with the assistance of two 
nautical assessors. 

On Monday, in the House of Commons, on the motion of 
Sir C. Dilke it was ordered that a select committee bo 
appointed to inquire into the working of the existing. 
machinery of parliamentary and municipal eleotious,, 





commend themselves to the respect and admiration of man- 


with power to suggest amendments in the same. 
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Appotinturents, Ete. 


Mr. Buiomrretp Burnett, solicitor, of 10, Fenchurch- 
buildings, has been elected Cha'rman of the Special Tithes 
Committee of the Common Council for the current year. 
Mr. Burnell was admitted a solicitor in 1835, and is 
deputy for the Ward of Aldgate, and clerk to the licensing 
magistrates for the Tower division. 


Mr. Joun Bennett Fowter, solicitor (of the firm of 
Fowler, Smith, & Warwick), of Leicester, has been ap- 
pointed by the High Sheriff of Leicestershire (Sir Alexander 
Beaumont Churchill Dixie, bart.) to bs Under-Sheriff 
of that couaty for the ensuing year. Mr. Fowler was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in 1863. 


Mr. Grorce Greev, solicitor, of Kaighton, has been ap- 
by the High Sheriff of Radnorshire (Sir Richard Green 
Price, bart.) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the 
ensuing year. 


Mr. Taomas Astitey Horace Hamonp, svlicitor, of 14, 
Serle-street, has been appointed by the High Sheriff of 
Norfolk (Sir William Hovell Ffolkes, bart.) to be Under- 
Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. 


Mr. Jesss Herzert, barrister, has been elected Public 
Prosecutor and Assistant Town Clerk of the Borough of 
Birmingham, at a salary of £500 a year. Mr. Herbert 
was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Michaelmas 
Term, 1873, and has practised on the Oxford Circuit and 
the Berkshire and Staffordshire Sessions. 


Mr. Francis Hopprnc, solicitor, of Salisbury, has been 
appointed Clerk to the Guardians of the Alderbury Union. 
Mr. Hodding was admitted a solicitor in 1865, and is clerk 
of the peace for Salisbury. He has also been appointed 
Superintendent Registrar for the Alderbury District, and 
Clerk to the Rural Sanitary Authority and Assessment 
Committee. 


Mr. ARTHUR Maca.isTer, Prime Minister of the Colony 
of Queensland, has been created a Companion of the Order 
of St. Michael and St. George. Mr. Macalister formerly 
practised as a solicitor at Brisbane. 


Mr. Tuomas Parnort, solicitor, of Aylesbury, has been 
appointed by the High Sheriff of Buckinghamshire (Sir 
William Robert Clayton, bart.) to be Under-Sheriff of that 
county for the ensuing year. Mr. Parrott was admitted a 
solicitor in 1854, and is clerk to the Commissioners of 
Taxes for the Aylesbury division, and clerk to the Ayles- 
bory Burial Board, and several of the public charities in 
that town. 


Mr. Jacos Puittips, of the tirm of Messrs. Jacob Philli 
& Son, solicitors, of Chippenham. has been appointed by the 
High Sheriff of Wiltshire (Mr. William Henry Poynder) to 
be Under-Sheriff of that County for the ensuing year. Mr. 
Phillips was admitted in 1838, and is registrar of the Chip- 
penham County Court, and'clerk to the guardia1s, and to 
the assessment committee and rural sanitary authority of 
the Chippenbam Union, and to the Chippenham Highway 
and Burial Boards. 


Mr. Witi1am Sax1, solicitor, of Shrewsbury, has been 
appointed by the High Sheriff of Shropshire (Arthur 
Mostyn Owen, Esq.) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for 
the ensuing year. Mr. Salt was admitted a solicitor in 
1854, and is in partnership with his brother, Mr. George 
Moultrie Salt. 


Mr. AtzertSuar.anp, solicitor, of Sonthmolton, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for taking Affidavits in the Court 
of the Stannaries of Cornwall and Devonshire. 


-_—-- 








The office of registrar of the Mildenhall County 
Court (Cirenit No. 23) has become vacant by the death of 
Mr. James Read, of Mildenhall and Brandon. 


At a recent meeting of the members of the Mi.land 
Circuit, it was moved and carried: ‘That it is not expedi- 
ent to abolish special retainers from circuit to-circcuit, but 
that some modification of the amount is advisable, and that 
the Attorney-General be requested to call a meeting of the 
whole bar to consider the mtter.” 


a 


Leqal Pews. 


The Irish Bar have appointed a committee to consider the 
Irish County Courts Bill. 

On Saturday last the President of the Divorce, &,, 
Division, announced that in fature, as a rule, the conrt 
will not sit after two o'clock on Saturdays. 

Io a case of Woodley v. Metropolitan District Railway 
Company, before the Court of Appeal on February 24, the 
counsel for the appellants stated that his clients had been 
unable to obtain a coy of the judge’s notes. They had 
applied to the clerk of the Lord Chief Baron, and offered to 

ay the proper fees for a copy of the notes, but were 
informed by him that no copy could be furnished, but that 
one would be handed to the judges when the case came on 
for argument. The Lord Chief Justice said that the 
ractice as to the production of the notes at the trial wag 
oming exceedingly unsatisfactory. 


At the Lewes County Court, last week, Mr. Langridge, of 
Lewes, clerk of the peace for Sussex, sued Mr. Lynch, 
solicitor, of Great James-street, for fees due to him as clerk 
of the peace in connection with the appeal of Reg. v. Chan. 
trell, the defendant having been solicitor to Mrs. Chantrell 
in her appeal against a conviction for cruelty to animals, 
The defendant stated that the fees would have been paid 
if demanded while the cass was proceeding, but after 
settling the costs with his client he disclaimed a 
liability. Evidence was given to the effect that it was usual 
for the clerk of the peace to look to solicitors themselves for 
pot of his fees, and the deputy-jadge (Mr. F. H 

elles) gave judgment for the plaintiff, with leave to 
appeal. 

The Philadelphia Times thus describes the difficulty found 
in securing a jury in acase recently tried in Pennsylvania :— 
“ Every juror is put through an exhaustive examination, and, 
as usual, all the intelligent ones who read the papers are 
either excluded for cause or challenged peremptorily by the 
defence. At this writing, four p. 1i., only five men, all Penn- 
sylvania Dutchmen, have been accepted, and these are 
subject to peremptory challenge hereafter. One of them 
admitted that he could neither read nor write English nor 
understand it perfectly, and keptall his accounts in German. 
But he was found to have one very high qualification asa 
juror; he never read the newspapers. It begins to look as 
though the jary would have to be made up entirely of 
Germans or Pennsylvania Dutchmen. The defence may 
be depended on to challenge any Englishman or Welshman 
who may be on the panel, since they are generally miners 
or engineers in the employ of the mining companies, and have 
a strong feeling against the defendants. The Irishmen 
hereabouts are thought to sympathize with the defendants, 
and the commonwealth’s attorneys will not probably permit 
any of that nationality to go upon the jury. Americans in 
this section are generally either wealthy and intelligent 
employers, or clerks, or tradesmen, who read the papers 
oak know altogether too much for jurymen. So Americans 
are out of thequestion. It may take till noon to-morrow 
to make up the whole jury, when the trial will begin in 
earnest. 

A “divorce” lawyer in Chicago, says the Albany Law 
Journal, has met the fate which all his peculiar species de- 
serve. Hewas in the habit of advertising in the newspapers 
in different parts of the country, in terms such as the rollow- 
ing : “‘ Divorces legally obtained, without publicity, and at 
small expense;” “ Divorces legally obtained for incompatibil- 
ity, &c., residence unnecessary, fee after decree.” One of the 
worst phases of the case of the lawyer in question is that he 
well knew that incompatibility was not one of the lawfal 
grounds of divorce in Illinois, and thet a residence of one 
year in that State was required prior to filing a complaint for 
divorce, unless the offence complained of was committed is 
that State. The advertisements also conveyed the ides that 
he had the power of manipulating the courts of justice t 
suit himself. These things being properly presented to the 
Sapreme Court, the “divorce” lawyer was duly disbarred. 
Breese, J., who delivered the opinion in the case, thus pro- 
nounces upon the practices of these parasites of the profes- 
sion: “It is not denied an attorney may make any one of 
the branches of the law a specialty, but he must not, in #9 
doing and acting, use undignified means, or low, disgusting 





artifices, and, least of ul!, should not withhold his name 
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pis advertisements, nor should they be false or contain libels 
gothe courts. No honourable, high-minded lawyer, alive to 
the dignity of his profession and emulous of its honouts, 
could stoop so low as this defendant has. Tliat-he should 
embellish his papers, contrived ina spirit of barratry, with 
the emblem of justice, is singularly inappropriate. We have 
no patience with one who, bearing our licence to practise law 
jp our courts, bas so shocked all sense of propriety, of profes- 
sional decorum, and of respect to the courts in which he 
pra ises. He is an unworthy member, and must be dis- 


barred. 





Leqislatiow of the Weck. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
Feb. 24.—Oxrorp Universiry. 

The Marquis of Satispury introduced a Bill which he 
explained provided that each college in the university 
should have an opportunity, during some eighteen or twenty 
montbs after the passing of the Act, of laying statutes before 
the commissioners to be appointed under the Bill, and on 
such statutes receiving the approval of the commissioners 
they should become law. After the end of the year 1877 
the commissioners would step into the places of the 
universities and the colleges respectively, and would have 
power to promulgate statutes which would become law after 
receiving the sanction of Parliament. With respect to the 
individual colleges, it was proposed that. before the com- 
missioners proceeded to deal with questions affecting particular 
colleges, such colleges should have the power to nominate 
three members to sit with the commissioners in order that, 
while the revenues of the colleges should be applied to 
objects calculated to benefit the university asa whole, the 
interests of single colleges should not be affected in a 
manner which could prove unduly injurious. It was pro- 
posed that in dealing with the university the commissioners 
might make provision from time to time for affording further 
or better instruction in art or science by providing endow- 
ments for woe gs or lectureships, together with such 
buildings, libraries, apparatus, or other appliances as might 
be necessary for the purposes of instruction or research. The 
Proposal with regard to the colleges was somewhat similar, 
and also provided that college revenues might be applied to 
the maintenance and benefit of Luge of known ability and 
learning, who might be engaged in study or research in the 
tealms of art and science. 


Feb. 25.—APpreLLATe JURISDICTION. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


Feb, 29.—Crossep Curques. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR, in moving the second reading of 
this Bill, explained that he had taken an opportunity of 
repealing the Acts of 1856 and 1858, but had re-enacted the 
provisions of both, so that the whole of the law of crossed 
cheques might be found in one enactment. The first eight 
sections did not contain any new law, but a simple re-enact- 
ment of the existing law. The 9th clause provided that— 
“A person taking a cheque crossed specially shall not have, 
and shall not be capable of giving, a better title to the 
cheque than the person from whom he took it had. But a 
banker to whom a cheque is crossed specially, and who has 
in good faith and without negligence received payment of 

cheque for a customer, shall not, in case the title to the 
one prove defective, incur any liability to the true owner 
of the cheque by reason only of his having received such 
Payment.” The question had been raised whether you 
should impart this infirmity to cheques crossed generally, or 


Confine it to cheques crossed specially. Many persons advoca- 


tedthat youshould legislate inthis way for all crossed cheques. 
It appeared to him that that would be a very dangerous 
course, and that it would be found so irksome in practice 
that there would be soon a demand for its repeal. He there- 
fore proposed that Parliament should cenfine itself to enavt- 
ing that no peeen taking a cheque crossed specially shall 
have, or shall be able to give, a better title to the cheque 

the person from whom he took it had.—The Bill was 
read a second time. 


March 2.—Ecciestastican Orrices AND F'zxs. 
The Archbishop of Canrernury, in moving the second 
teading of this Bill, explained that it was as nearly as 





ssible a reproduction of the Bill introduced in 1872 by the 

1 of Shaftesbury. It wus proposed that all ecclesiastical 
fees should be paid over to the ecclesiastical commissioners ; 
but to Peep against any encroachment on the common 
fund of that commission it would be enacted that in respect 
of those fees the ecclesiastical commissioners should not pay 
out more than they had received. There was.an apparent 
exception to this in the provision for the payment of £200 
to archdeacons; but they were entitled to this sum 
under an existing Act of Parliament, though they had 
not received it. Offices were to be limited ; the number of 
officers was to be diminished ; legal qualifications were to be 
insisted on before anybody could be appointed to office ; the 
officers were to discharge their du'ies in person ; hereafter 
all ecclesiastical fees, the subject of the Bill, were to be paid 
into a general fund and distributed in the way of salaries. — 
The Bill was read a second time, and was referred to a select 
committee. 


JupictaL QuoRuM oF THE Hovsz or Lorps. 

Lord REpEspALE moved that the following be made a 
standing order:—‘*That no appeal or cause in error shall 
be heard and determined unless there be present at such 
hearing and determination not less than three lords, hold- 
ing or who have held, some of the following high judicial 
offices—that is to say, the office of Lord Chancellor of Great 
Britain or Ireland, or of judge of her Majesty’s High Court 
of Justice or Court of yt 7k England, or of the Court of 
Session in Scotland, or of the superior courts of law and 
equity in Ireland.”—The motion was agreed to. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
Feb, 24.—Merrorotiran Boarp or Works. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


Feb. 25.—Exzcrion or Poor Law Guarprans (IRELAND). 
Mr. Catan introduced a Bill to provide for the election 
of poor law guardians by ballot in Ireland. - 


Feb. 28.—Dnrarmnace anp Improvement oF LanpD 
(IrELaNnD) Pxrovisionat OrpERs. 
This Bill was read athird time and passed. 


Errina Forest. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


Feb. 29.—County Patatine or Lancaster (CLERK OF THE 
Peace). 

The House went into committee on this Bill. 

On clause 1, Mr. Rathbone moved, page 1, line 17, after 
“him,” to insert:—‘* Provided always that each deputy 
clerk to be —— shall be a solicitor of ten years’ stand- 
ing, and shall have an office within the district for which he 
is appointed, and the clerk of the peace shall have no 
interest in the emoluments of any deputy clerk.”—The first 
part of the amendment was ed to in an amended form, 
namely, that the deputy clerk of the peace should be a 
solicitor of ‘‘seven” years’ standing.—Mr. HaRDCAsTLE 
moved the omission from Mr. Rathbone’s amendment of 
the words requiring that the deputy clerk should have an 
office within his district, and that the clerk of the peace 
should have no interest in his emolument.—On a division 
Mr. Hardcastle’s amendment was carried by 53 to 45. 

The Bill then passed through committee. 


March 1.—Tus Municirat Francutss (Ingtanp). 
Major O’GorMan, in moving the second reading of this 
Bill, said its object was to make uniform the municipal 
franchise in all the towns in Ireland by extending to them 
the English franchise.—On a division the Bill was lost by 
176 to 148. 


Sea Insurances (SramrinG or Pouiciss). 
Mr. Serjeant Simon moved the second reading of this 
Bill. He said its object was to remove aserious evil. Where 
there were several distinct interests included in a policy 


- exceeding the amount for which stamp duty had been paid, 


the policy would be declared to be void in any court of 
law or equity. This Bill would enable a merchant who 
had received advice from abroad and had insured on the 
whole of the goods to remedy any defect in the stamp duty 
which he might discover on the goods coming to hand.— 
The Bill was read a second time. ~ 
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OFFENCES AGAINST THE PERSON. 

The House went into committee on this Bill, but pro- 

gress was immediately reported. 
Traves Unions. 

Mr. Munpetta introduced a Biil to amend the Trade 

Union Act of 1871. 
March 2.—Carriz Disrase (IrzLaAnp). 

Sir M. Hicks-Beacu introduced a Bill to amend the Acts 

relating to cattle disease in Ireland. 








Courts. 
COUNTY COURTS. 


BuRNLEY. 
(Before W. T. S. Danrez, Esq., Q.C., Judge.) 
Hargreaves v. Ib otson. 
Default summonses. 

In this case J. Sutcliffe appeared for the plaintiff, a 
grocer in Burnley, and said the action was brought to 
recover £9 11s., balance of account for groceries sold and 
delivered to defendant, a collier, also residing in Burnley. 
The summons was taken out under-section 1 of the County 
Courts Act, 1875.° The question which would arise in the 
case was whether, after the defendant had given notice to 
the registrar of his intention to defend the case, the judge 
had the power to order payment of the debt by instal- 
ments or forthwith. 

His Honour asked if the defendant had given notice 
that he would defend the case. 

Sutcliffe replied that he had; but on the written notice 
purporting to bein the defendsnt’s handwriting giving 
notice of defence being handed to tke defendant by the 
judge, the defendant said it was not in his handwriting, 
and added that he did not know whose handwriting it was. 
He subsequently admitted, however, that it was the hand- 
writing of an ex-lawyer's clerk. The defendant, in 
answer to his honour’s questions, appeared not to under- 
stand the effect of the written notice. 

His Honour said that in reality there was no 
notice of defence. He added that eection 2 of the 
Act of 1867 was repealed by the Act of last ses- 
sion. When notice of defence was given, the first 
Act provided that the action should be heard in the 
ordinary course, The Act of 1875 provided that where 
the defendant should have given notice of defence the 
registrar should, immediately on receipt of such notice, 
inform the plaintiff that he had received the notice, and 
then send both the plaintiff and defendant notice of the 
day upon which the trial should take place at least six 
clear days before the day of hearing. The Act did not go 
on to say, af was said in the Act of 1867, that the action 
should be heard in the ordinary course, but he thought 
that must be implied whenever the defendant gave 
notice to defend. Under the Act as it now  stvod, 
the defendant was not bound to state any ground 
of defence. He was merely bound to state that 
he intended to defend. His bonour said he had 
endeavoured to prevail upon the Committee of County 
Court Judges to insert in the new rules a requirement that 
a defendant should either make an affidavit to the effect 
that he had a good defence to make upon the merits of the 
case, or that he should state the grounds of his defence, 
so that the plaintiff might know what would be the prin- 
cipal grounds that wonld be relied upon, and also 
that frivolous and vexatious defences might be avoided, 
and so that the parties might be prevented from getting into 
the hands of illegitimate practitioners. His experience 
was that debtors were never safer than when they were in 
the hands of the profersion, and they were never in greater 
danger than when they were in the hands of such men as 
those he had referred to. In the present case, his honour 
was of opinion that the action should be heard in the 
ordinary course, and that the court had fall jurisdiction 
to give judgment, and also power to give an order for the 
payment of the debt by instalments. He thought that that 
was a case in which judgment should be entered for the 
— for the full amount, and that the defendant should 

orderei to pay the debt by instalments, If the de- 





————= 
fendant had given notice of defence, and it had transpireg 
that he had no defence, his honour would have gj 
an order for immediate execution ; but he thorght the 
defendant had been misguided by the ex-lawyer's 
clerk. His honour went on to remark that the Ao 
of Parliament contained a provision that no de‘ault sum. 
mons should be issued without leave of the judge or regis. 
trar where the amount claimed did not exc+ed £5. It 
had been pointed out that in connection with default sun. 
monses defendants were exposed to a considerable amount 
of costs in respect to the affidavit of the debt, an'l in respect 
to the service of the summouses by the solic tor ; and af 
one court in his circuit Mr. Josiah Smith, Q.C., the ju 
had intimated to the registrar that where the debt did not 
exceed £5, and a default summons was asked for, the dis. 
cretion which the registrar had the p>wer to exercise in the 
matter should not be exercised in favour of the plaintiff an. 
less he would consent to allow the summons to he served 
by the high bailiff, and also unless he would consent 
to the payment of the expenses if the judge tried the 
case upon its merits. The object, his honour said, of that 
course of practice was to save defendants, in cases where 
the debts were small, a considerable amount of costs. His 
honour referred to r. 53 of ord. 37:—‘‘ Nu practice shal} 
prevail in any court except as provided by these rules, nor 
shall any matter be added to or taken from any furm iu the 
schedule whereby any obligation shall be imposed upon 
any suitor to which he is not liable under statute or these 
rules.’ So far as he was concerned, he should leave the 
registrars to exercise their discretion as to the issue of de- 
fault summonses, and he suggested that the solicitors 
practising at the courts shoald not incur any unnavessary 
expense in the service of the default summonses. His 
honour referred also to section 2 of the Act of 1867, which 
has been repealed, and said that although there was no ex- 
press authority in the Act of 1875, yet he considered he 
had power to deal with the case in that way, and he should 
order payment by instalments at 43. per month. 


On a recent occasion at Bradford Mr. Dniel referred t> 
the same question as follows: — Thera wis another 
matter in connection with the Ist sectior of the 
County Courts Act to which he would refer, because 
one of his brother judges had poioted out what severe 
consequences might result unier that section fro:n default 
summonses, in cases where the sum was under £5, being 
taken out with the leave of the judge or the registrar. The 
judge to whom he had referred had carefully male out s 
scale of the costs that might be incurred in such sum nonses, 
and he found that in many cases the costs to the 
defendant might be more than one-halfthe debt. There 
was one casein which the sum was 4ls., and tha costs were 
more than 20s., and the judge therefore suggested to th: re- 
gistrar that the discretion on which the issue of ths summons 
depended should not be exercised unless the plaintiff agreed 
to take payment by instalmeuts. That would be an impor- 
tant limit in the interest of the smaller class of debtors, and 
the motive for desiring it was one that he highly appreciated. 
If he could have followed that opinion he should have heen 
very glad, but he thought that the reasons given by the judge 
showed that he had not had his attention particularly 
called to the new orders, which stood in the way 
of his suggestion. The 53rd rule of the 37th order 
provided that ‘‘no practice shall prevail in any court 
except as provided by these rules, nor shall any matter be 
added to or taken from any form in the scredule, whereby 
any obligation shall be imposed upon anv suitor to which 
he is not liable under statute or these rules.” T rat was for 
the purpose of securing uniformity of practive in county 
courts, and it was not in the power of individual judges to 
give directions which were not in accordance with the rales 
which had been laid down. It seemed to him that if there 
should be found to be any results savere or oppressive to the 
smaller debtors, the matter should be brought uader the 
notice of the Lord Chancellor, who would certainly be ready 
to give it his attention. The effect might be produced by 
directions being given to registrars generally with reference 
to cases of that description, but the authority shou'd no 
come from individual judges. Then there was another point 
in reference to cases where the defendant had given n sticeof 
defence in canses above £5 and under £20, and th» plaintiff 
had taken a default summons, claiming payment iu fa'l, 
the cuse had been heard. The plaintiff had then a right ® 
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jmmediate judgment, and it had been said that the court 


padno power to order payment by instalments. He had 


the matter and concluded that the court had 
r, but the cases in which it was exercised must be 
exceptional. It was the right of the plaintiff to have pay- 
ment in full immediately, but there might be cases in which 
the defendant had given notice of defence, not decause he 
had any real defence to the action, but for the purpose of 
patting himself at the mercy of the court as to the mode of 
yment, and in such eases he thought the court had power 
to direct payment by instalments if it was considered that 
the case was exceptional. 

With reference to the County Courts Act generally (Mr. 
Daniel added that he found that one effect of the Judicature Acts 
qould be that suitors in the higher courts would haveadecided 
advantage over those in the county court in cases where the 
amount sued for was over £20 and under £50. Whether 
that preference was intended or not by the framers of the 
Atts he cid not know, but the result would be ‘to 
transfer to the higher courts cases where the amount 
in dispute was between £20 and £50, and which had 
heretofore been dealt with in the county courts. In the 
higher courts, defendants were required to give notice of their 
intention to defend within eight days, but in the county 
courts sixteen days were allowed for the defendant to say 
whether he intended to contest the case or. not, and it was the 
duty of the registrar of the court to fix the hearing not less 
than six days from the time of the giving of sueh notice. The 
defendant had thus the pewer to prevent the plaintiff obtaining 
judgment for twenty-two days, and in the small court towns, 
where sittings were held only once a month or once in two 
months, the effect of this would be that it would be found un- 
advisable to sue in the county courts at all. Then there was 
another difficulty in the way ; the rules did not require the 
defendant to do mcre than give notice of his intention to 
defend ; he was under no obligation to state the ground of 
his defence, nor had the plaintiff any power, as in the higher 
courts, of calling upon the defendant to say why judgment 
should not proceed notwithstanding the notice to defend. 
Under no circumstances could the plaintiff obtain judgment 
in less than sixteen days, and it might be delayed for three 
weeks, and in some cases for a month or two months, There- 
fore, whether it was intended or uot by the framers of the 
rules, it was obvious that, if well and properly advised, suitors 
would prefer the higher courts to the county courts. The 
same difficulty did not arise with reference to disputed cases. 
In such cases the advantages of the hearing in county courts 
would still prevail. 





== 


Zaw Students’ Sournal. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Frvat BxamInaTION. 
January, 1876. 

At the Examination of candidates for admission on the 
Roll of Solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examiners re- 
commended the following gentlemen, under the age of twenty- 
six, as being entitled tu honorary distinction :— 

Jchn Dendy, the younger, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Wm. Geo. Sale, of Manchester, and Messrs, Sale, Shipman, 
& Seddon, ef Manchester. 

Hugh Hughes, the younger, who served his clerkship to 
Messrs, Hughes & Son, of Aberystwith, and Messrs, Jones 
Blaxland, & Son, of London. 

George Rennie Thorne, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Jobn Christonher Gittins, of Newtown, Montgomeryshire, 
The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accord- 

ly awarded ths following Prizes of Books:— 
To Mr. Dendy, the prize of the Honourable Society of 
Clifford’s.inn. 

To Mr. Hughes, the prize of the Honourable Society of 

ment’s-inn, 

To Mr. Thorne, the prize of the Incorporated Law Society. 





The Examiners have also certified that the following can- | 
didates, under the age of twenty-six, whose names are placed 


inalphabetical order, passed examinations which entitle them 
to commendation: — 

Thomas Frederick Adshead, who served his clerkship to 
Mr. George Stevenson, of Leicester; Messrs, Freer, Reeve, & 





Blunt, of Leicester; and Messrs. Field, Roseor, & Co., of 
London. 

Henry Crewdson, who served his clerkship to Messrs. Fry, 
Otter, & Brown, of Bristol, and Mr. Richard Sm'th, of 
London, 

Richard Hargraves Greenwood, who served his clerkship 
to Mr. Harry Arnold, of Kendal. 

The Council have accordingly awarded them certificates of 
merit. 

The number of candidates examined in thi s term was 190; 
of these, 163 paseed, and 27 were postponed. 





PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


March 3, 1876. 

GOVERNMENT FUNDS, 
3 per Cent. Consols, 944 Annuities, April, ’85, Of 
Ditto for Account, April 1, 944 | Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
Do 3 per Cent. Redvoed, 97§ xd/ Ex Bille, £1000, 24 per Ct. 1 pm. 
New 3 per Cent., 92 xd Ditto, £500, Do, 1 pm. 
Do. Ht perCent., Jan, °94 Ditto, 2100 & £200, 1 pm. 
Do. 2¢ per Cent., Jan. ’94 Bank of England Stock, 5 per 
Ct. (last half-year), 256 


Do. § per Cent., Jan.'78 
Dittc for Account. 


Annuities, Jan, ’80— 





RAILWAY STOOK. 













































Railways. Paid.|Closing Price 8 
Stock | Bristol and Exeter 100 142 
Stock Caledonian | 100 131} 
Stock|Glasgow and South-Western .......00....sse0008| 100 103 
stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock cssscossssssssees+| 100 46 
Stock/Great Northern | 300 1333 xd 
AGEN Ties, A Breaks vac ccccecssrececessverstcnsencseescbee | 100 1434 xd 
Stock Great Southern and Western of Ireland ...... } 100 
Stock Great Western—Original i} 1114 
Stock| Lancashire and Yorkshire ......... 132% 
stock London, Brighton, and South Coast 116 
Stock| London, Chatham, and Dover..... 232 
Stock London and North-Western ..... mm 142 xd 
Stock! London and Soath Western.........c0eese9 née 1223 
gtock| Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln 15 
Stock| Metropolitan 1004 
Stack! Do., District ..sscccecsscsessesseressee 47 
Stock Midland Bb2xd 
Stock North British 05 
Steck North Eastern 155g 
$tock North London | 100 127 
Stock North Staffordshire ‘......... BAO RIES ha 100 71 
Stock|South Devon 100 70 
Stock South-Eastern .o,.coccessssecceecssecerceceecee eevee ce| 100 126 











®A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 





Monry MARKaBrT AND City INTRLLI GENCE. 

The Bank directors have made no altera tion in the rate 
this week, The foreign marke! has been depressed, but— 
with the exception of Peruvian, which are now 224—there 
has not been much change in prices, absence of business 
seeming to be the principal cause of depression. Home 
railways have been largely sold, and are all much lower 
than last week, North British showing a fall of 10 and 
Caledonian and North-Eastern a fall of 5. Consols closed 
at 944 for money, and 94} to 944 for account. 

The directors of the Eastern Telegraph Company 
(Limited) invite subscriptions for the unallotted portion of 
£700,000 six per cent. preference shares of £10 each, at 
par. The debenture capital of the company amounts to 
£232,000, and the ordinary shares to nearly £3,700,000. 
The preference dividends will be payable quarterly by 
warrants forwarded to the shareholders, and will not be 
contingent upon the profits of each year, but any defi- 
ciency will be paid out of the reveuue of subsequent years. 
The net revenue of the company for the year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 1875, after paying all charges and interest on 
the debenture debt, was £242,761. 





BIRTHS AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. . 
‘Burney—Feb. 28, at Halstead Lodge, Upper Tooting, the wife 
of Charles Burney, of 40, Chancery-lane, of a daughter. 
OwEN—March 1, at 5, Sloane-terrace, S.W., the wife of E. 
Annesley Owen, barrister-at-law, of a son. 
DEATHS. 
Cornsr—Feb. 27, at East an Richard James Corner, 
Inner Temple, late Chief Justice British Honduras, aged 7). 
Jonrs—Feb. 28, at Bournemouth, Evelyn Danvers, wife of 
T. W. Carmalt Jones, barrister-at-law, and last surviving 
daughter of W. T. Thornton, C.B., aged 22, 
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LONDON GAZETTES. 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Fripay, Feb, 25, 1676. 
LIMITED in Onancerv- 

Cestrain Clcthing Company, Limited.—V.C. Malins has, by an order 
dated Jan 14, appointed Thomas Dean Sutcliffe, Gloucester place 
City rd. Hulme, Manchester, to be official liquidator. 

Halifax Worsted Company, Limited.— Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Feb 24, directed to be heard before V.C. Hall on March 10. 
Williamson and Co, Sherborne lane, King William st, agents for 
Storey, Halifax, solicitor for the netitioner. 

Togspay, Feb. 29, 1876, . 
LIMITED In CHANCERY. 

Garw Valley Colliery Company, Limited.—By an order made by V.C. 
Malins, dated Feb 18, it was erdered that the above company be 
wound up. Clarke and Co, Lincoln’s inn fielés, agents for Fussell 
and Co, Bristol, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Malvern Hotel Company, Limited.—The M.R, has fixed Friday, March 
10, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquida- 


tor. 

Nassau Phosphate Company,  Limited.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Feb 25, directed to be heard before V.C. Hall on March (0. 
Dodd, jun, New Broad st, solicitor for the petitioners. 

Ouseburn Engine Works Company, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Limited.— 
By an order made by V.C. Bacon, dated Feb 19, it was ordered that 
the above company be wound up. Torr and Co, Bedford row, agents 
for Hodge and Harle, Newcastie-upon-Tyne, soticitors for the peti- 
tioner. 

Passenger General Register Company, Limited.—Creditors are required, 

_ onor before March 30, to send their names and addresses, and the 
particulars of their debts or claims, to George Sneath, Gresham st. 
Friday, April. 21, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating 
upon the debts and claims. * 

Gseditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Las’ Day of Claim. 
TUESDAY, Feb. 22, 1876. 

Barker, Thomas, {sen, Hebden bridge, York, Fustian Manufacturer. 
April 30. Sutcliffe, Hebden bridge 

Beavin, Margaret, Falsgrave, Scarborough, York. April1l0. Moody 
and Co, Scarborough 

Biggs, John, Cublington, Bucks, Farmer. March 23, James and Hor- 
wood, Aylesbury 

Catlow, George Peel, Birkenhead, Cheshire, Licensed Victualler. 
March |8. Heald, Wigan 

Cook, Thomas, Vauxhall bridge rd, Gent. 
Co, Lincoln's inn fields F 

Crowther, Joseph, Hebden bridga, York, Wholesale Clothier. April 30- 
Sutcliffe, Hebden bridge 

Davis, Thomas, Stroud, Gloucester, Auctioneer. March 31, Ball and 

March 31. 


March 22, Mackeson and 


Son, Strond 
Davis, William, Stroud, Gloucester, Auctioneer. 
Son, Stroud 
Dickson, John, Liverpool, Shiptroker. April 1. Jones andCo, Liver- 
00! 


Ball and 


Pp 

Firmstone, Jean Campbell, Edinburgh. March 25. Tucker and Lake, 
Serle st, Lincoln's ina fi-lds 

Geer, Robert, Newington causeway, Undertaker. April20. Hillman, 
Cliffe, Lewes 

Grout, Samuel, Chich, St Osyth, Essex, {Milier. Aprill17. Smythies 
and Co, Colchester 

Hawks, Janette Rome, Surbiton, Surrey. March 20. Angove, Alders- 
gate st 

Heys, Matilda, Salford, Lancashire. March 25. Darnton and Bottom- 
ley, Ashton-under-Lyne 

Hoare, Rev Edward Hatch, Malvern Link, Worcester. March 31. 
Miles and Co, Leicester 

Holt, Mary, Liverpool, Lancashire. 

Hunter, Leigh Rigby, Aston-on-Clun, Salop, Esq. March 31, 
and Co, Liverpool 

Jackson, Eleanur, We-t Hartlepool, Durham. April 1i. 
and Co, West Hartlepool 

Kilbourn, Zdward, Leicester, Innkeeper. 
Leicester 

Lazonby, Thomas Wallas, Fallowfi-ld, nr Manchester, Tronmonger. 
Mareh 25. Rowley and Co, Manchester 

Millard, Jennetie, Tenby, Pembroke. March 31. Lock, Tenby 

Mitchell, Elizabeth, Penge, Surrey. April 21. Hird, Great Tichfield st 

Orde, Charles William, Nunnykirk, Northumberland, Esq. March 31, 
Dobinson and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Page, Robert, Furzeyhurst Farm, Isle of Wight, Gent. April 10, 
Layton and Co, Budge row, Cannon st 

Piercy, Sarah Etizabeth, Brighton, Sussex. March 18. M‘Clellan, Bed- 


ford row 
Racine, George, Hackney rd, Agent. April 15. 
Betbna! green 
Rand, John, Elmstead, Essex, Wheelwright. April 17. Smythies and 
Co, Coichestar 
Rosberg, Jacob Hubert, Johnst, Hanway st, Cabinet Mak+r. March 
Smsthies 


April 10. Pemberton, Liverpool 
Laces 


Hodgson 


March 31. Miles and Co, 


Voss, Vestry Hall, 


31. Aldridge, jun, Montague placs, Rassell square 

Sainty, George, Wivenhoe, Ess3x, Shipwright. April 17. 
and Co, Colchester 

Seaborn, William, Great Bromley, Essex, Farmer. April 17, Smythies 
and Co, Coichester 

Sim, John Coysearne, Clement’s Jane, Esq. April 1. 
Lincojn’s inn fields 

Spindier, William, Woolwich, Kent, Confectioner. April 4. Wood, 
Mar« lane 


April 24, 


Burton and Co, 


Whitoy, James Hooper, Hollands, Yeovil, Somerset, Gent. 
Slade and Co, Yeovil 

Whiteway, John Dader, Wembdon, Somerset, Articled Clerk. March 
16. Carsiake and Barham, Bridgwater : 

Woodford, Jonn, Freshwater, Isle of Wight, Yeoman. April 18. Eld- 
ridge and Son, Newport 
z Faiwar, Feb. 25, 1876. 

Alexander, Edward Allan, Ipswich, Suffolk, Woolstapler. 

Jackaman and Sons, Ipswich 


April 6. 





—:! 
Apted, Frank, Merrow, Surrey, Gent. April 8. Capron and 
MGnildford . ’ Sparkes, 


Bickley, Samuel, Liverpool, Laocashire, Book-keeper. April 3. Black. 
hurst, Liverpool 

Buckland, Francis, Leamington, Warwick. March 31. James aug 
Derton, Birmingham 

Butterworth, Rebert, Heaton Chapel, Lancashire, Coachman, 
25. Ashworth and Inman, Manchester 

Cheeswright, Emma, Brighton, Sussex. March 31. 
Moorgate st 

Cowell, Samuel Harrison, Ipswich, Suffulk, Wholesale Stationer, Arrij 
20. Notcutt and Son, Ipswich 

Cunningham, William, Toxteth park, nr Liverpool, Boat Builder, 
March 3!. Foster and Son, Liverpool 

Dagard, William, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Gent, March 31. Jamas ' 
Kirk, Newstead grove, Nottiagham 

i Lonisa Flizabeth, Leeswood, Flint, March 31, Kelly and Co, 

old 


Aprit 
Davis and Co, 


Gill, Andrew, Broadmoor Asylum, Berks, Gent. March 30. Deane ang ' 
Co, South square, Gray’s ion 

Glynn, Edward, Harcourt terrace, Redoliffe square, Esq. Apvila9, 
Deane and Co, South square, Gray’s inn 

Grey, William Scurfield, Norton, Durham, Esq. March 25. Dodds 
and Co, Stockton-on-Tees 

Griffiths, James, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Stafford, Gent. March 3}, 
Sianey and Son, Newcastle-under-Lyme 

Hardman, William, Burrow-in-Furness, Lancashire, Labourer, March 
30. Williams, Barrow-in-Farness 

Hill, Martha, Coventry. April 7. Woodcock, Coventry 

—s Samuel, Coventry, Mercer. April 1. Twist and Sons, 

veniry 

Houlston, John, Oaken Gates, Salop, Auctioneer, March 25. Leake, 
Shifnal, Salop 

Ibeson, Eliza, Doncaster, York. May !. 

Johnson, Thomas, Yearby, York, Shoe Maker. Trevor, 
Gisbro’ 

Jones, Mary Ann Stevens Elizabeth, Clarges st, Piccadilly. April 7, 
Hill and Son, Old Broad st 

ag Thomas, Mold, Flint, Innkeeper. March 14. Kelly and Co, 

d 


ol 
Jowitt, Thomas, SheTeld, Manufacturer, April lt. Wake, Sheffield 
Knatchbuil, Rev Wadham, Choldercon Lodge, Hants. Junel. Dowse, 
New ian 
Lioyd, Edward, Holywell, Fiint, Draper. March l4._ Kelly and Co, 
Mold 


Palmer, Doncaster 
March $1, 


Markham, Frances Ann, Coventry. April7. Woodcock, Coventry @ 

Massey, Jane, Newcastle-under-Lyme, stafford. March 31,  Slaney 
and Sov, Newcastle-under-Lyme 
aish, Thomas, Shepton Beauchamp, Somerset, Yeoman, 
Nicholetts, South Petherton 

Nelson, Richard Albany, Hanover terrace, Notting hill, Barristor-st- 
Law. March 3l. Robinson and Longden, sunderland 

Peters, Robert, Mole, Flint, Gent. Murch 31. Kelly and Co, Mold 

Noakes, Louisa, Wannock, Sussex. March 25. Gell, Lewes 

Pilkington, Charles, Eckiogton, Derby, Saddier, Mach 25. Alderson 
and Son, Eckington 

——, John, Oaken Gates, Sslop, Charter Master. March 25, Leake, 
Shifnal 

— er Maria, Clifton, Bristol. April 10. Brittan and Co, 

sto! 


May |}. 


April i 


Snowdon, Peggy, Devonport, Devon. Edmonds and Son, 
Plymouth 

Somerville, Caroline, Exeter, Devon. 
Great Winchester st buildings 

Steward, Samuel, Liucoln’s inn fields, Esq. 
Lincoln's inn fields 

Terry, Charles, Chiswell st, Finsbury, Esq. March 31, Grogson, Angel 
court, Tarogmorton st 

Thwaites, Joseph, Sutton st, Soho, Cooper. Allen and Son, 
Cariisle st, Suho 

Walsh, William, Cavendish mews, St Marylebone, Coachman, March 
21. Reed aud Cook, Bridgewater 

Webb, Joseph. Broomfield Honse, ur Coventry, Warwick, Farmer. 
April lt. Twist and Sons, Coventry 

Wenham, William, Reigate, Surrey, Coachman. March 25, Gell, 
Lewes 

Whitehead, John, Union grove, Wandsworth rd, Clapham, Gent. April 
1, Blake, Bell yard, Doctors’ commons 

Whitham, James, Springside, ‘Todmorden, York, Fustian Dealer. April 
1, Exstwood, Todmorden 


Flower and Nussey, 


Belt and;Co, 


April I. 
March 31. 


April 30. 


Creditors urder Estates in Chancary. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Farpay, Feb 18, 1876. 


Bowdery, William Evenden, Gooramadda, Australia. Bowdery v More. 
In England, Sept 1, Mayhew, Great Marlborough st, Regent ct; in 

/ the colony, Philip D. Phillips, Collins at west, Melyvurne, Australia 

Farrimond, George, Manchester, Tobacconist. March 14, Mutholland 
v Mulholland, at the office of the Registrar, Liverp»ol 

Gent, Mainwaring Davies, Cardigan rd, North Bow, Geat. March 13. 
Gent v Murton, V.C. Malins. Anning, Bucklersbury 

Hall, Thomas, Welbeck st, Cavendish square, Esq. March17. Walto 
v Pane, M.R, Chapple, Carter iane 

Pratt, Henry, Halifax, York, Builder. March 20. Suteliffs v Pratt, , 
V.C. Hall, Walker, Halifax 

Stock, Thomas Osborne, St Michael's buildings, Gracechareh st, In- 
surance Broker. March 17, Witherby v Stovk, ¥.C. Bacoa, Cramp 
avd Son, Philpot lane 

Wilson, Charles, Bridlington, Yor’, Gent. March 17, Rogers v Cow- 
ham, M.Kk. Hearfield, Kingston-upon-Hull 


Tuxspar, Feb 22, 1876. 
Bellamy, Samuel, Westmorland place, Howell st, Camberwel!, Gent. 
March 30. Parry v Bellamy, V.C. Ha'l. Dubois, King st, Chsapside 
Himsworth, John, Berwick-upon-Tweed, Esq. March 6. Johnston ¥ 
Gregson, V.C. Hali. Willoby, Berwick-upon-Tweed 
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Loder, Richard, Bloomsbury place, Stationer. March 21, Loderv 
Loder, V.C. Bacon. Syms and Son, Furnival’a inn: 
, William Robert, Plymouth, Devon, Gent. March 31, Luck- 
ratty Pridham, V.C. Hall, Chubb, South square, Gray’s inp 
p, James, Dunstable, Bedford, Builder. March 22, Robinson 
yRobinson, M.R. Benning, Dunstable 
Rutter, Charles, Hillindon, Middlesex, Gent. March 25. Green v 
Coleby, V.C. Hall. Gardiner, Uxbridge 
,Thomes, Penrith, Cumberland. March 25, V.C. Hall 
S@rteer, Robert, Essington, Durham, Gent. March 20, Garthwaite v 
Hurring, M.R. Wilford, Sunderland 


Farpay, Feb, 25, 1876. 
Thomas Bethnel, Bristol, Esq. April 12. Boyes v Cook, V.C. 

Melins, Morris, Lambeth hil:, Queen Victoria st 

Cuksey, George Napoleon, Southampton, Merchant. March 25, 
Cuoksey V Keeping, M.R. Taynton, Gloucester 

Fauntleroy, Charles, Ruseeli st, Bermondsey, Skin Salesman. March 
9. Fauntleroy v Beebe, M.R. Oliver, Corbet court, Gracechurch st 

Foster, Henry West, Cranwell, Lincoln, Farmer. April 3. Foster v 
Foster, V.C. Hall. Holdich, Sleaford 

Hood, Joseph, Wood st, Ribbon Manufacturer. April 17. Feltham v 
Dear, V.C. Malins. Beaumont, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Houseman, Sclomcn, Barnes, Surrey, Gent. March 23, Houseman v 
Housewan, M.R. Pilgrim and Phillips, Church court, Lothbury 

Lendrum, Kobert, Bristol, Tailor. March 23, Lendrum v Rooke, M.R. 
Greatorex, Chancery lane 

Malpas, William, I'anstall, Stafford, March 21, Duxbury v Malpas, 
V.C. Hall. Earle and Co, Manchester 

Minet, Charles William, Baldwyn, Kent, Esq. March 30, Hatfield v 
Minet, V.C. Hall. Dawes and Co, Ange! court, Throgmorton st 

Savill, Thomas Choat, Park place, Brixton rd, Printer. March 24, 
Silberrad v Savill, M.R. Haghes, Bedtord st, Covent garden 

Thorn, William Burnaford, Pall mall, Jeweller. March 24. Alexander 
vSumth,M.R. Harcourt, Moorgate st 

Yeats, Hannah, Crooms hill, nr Greenwich. April 1. Aldridge v 
Reed, V.C. Malins. King, birchin lane 


Bankropts. 
Fripay, Feb. 25, 1876. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 


Javan, Henry Warwick Pemberton, Lever st, Goswell rd, Jeweller. Pet 
Feb23. String-Rice. March 6 at 12 

Ranp, Willham Charles, Devonshire st, Islington, Jewellers’ Factors. 
Pet Feb 22, Spring-Rice. March 13 at 11.30 


To Surrender in the Country. 


Ballerr, Wilism Poole, Brighton, Sussex, Dissenting Minister. Pet 
Feb 23. Evershed. Brighton, March 15 at 11 

Bennett, Altred, Stoke-upon-Trent, Stafford, Grocer. Pet Feb23,. Keary. 
Stoke-upon-Trent, March 9 at 2 

Colson, Jchn Charlies, Eye, Northampton, Machinist. Pet Feb 21. 
Gaches, Peterborough, March 6 at 11 

Danes, Charles Richard, Ironbridge, Sulop, Wine Merchant. Pet Fed 
21, Potts. Madeley, March 10 at 11.30 

Dennington, James, Kelsale, Suffolk, Tailor, Pet Feb 21, Grimsey. 
Ipswich, March 7 at 12 


Genese, samuel, Liverpool, Travelling Jeweller. Pet Feb 22. Watson - 


Liverpool, March 7 at 2 . 

Jenkin, Edward Pooley, Lanyon, Cornwall, Farmer. Pet: Feb 22. Chil- 
cott. Truro, March 8 at 10.30 

Jones, Daniel, Newport, Monmouth, Merchant. Pet Feb 21, Davis. 
Newport, March 10 at 11 

Newton, James, Barnsley, York, Frovision Dealer. Pet Feb22. Bury. 
Barnsley, March 14 at 3 

Scott, Wiliam Smith, Birmingham, Commission Agent. Pet Feb 23, 
Chauntler. Birmingham, March 17 at 3 

Smith, Robert, Rochdale, Lancashire, Railway Wagon Builder. Pet 
Feb zl. Tweedale. Oldham, March 8 at 11.30 

Thomas, Job, Newport, Monmouth, Mason, Pet Feb 21. Davis. New- 
port, March 10 at 11 

Wallage, Joseph, Gieat Poringland, Norfolk, Miller, Pet Feb21. Cooke. 
Norwich, March 8 at 12 

Walls, Charles, Hindley, Lancashire, Timber Merchant. Pet Feb 23. 
Wodcock. Wigan, March 9 at ll 


Turspay, Feb. 29, 1876. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward tbeir proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Grant, Alexander, Telegraph st, Merchant. Pet Feb 25. Keene. 
March 13 at 11 
White, Stephen, Lyntcn rd, Bermondsey, Builder. Pot Feb 24. Pepys. 
March 15 at 11 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Brewin, (George, Loughborough, Leieester, Merchant. Pet Feb 25. 
ram. Leicester, March 16 at 10 
Hyde, William Augustus, and William Septimus Bradshaw, Sheffield, 
Tailors. Pet Feb 24, Rodgers. Sheffield, Mareh 16 at 1 


Lewis, Johv, Treorky, Glamorgan, Builder. Pet Feb 19. Spickett.. 


Pontypridd, March 18 at 10 
Kenzie, Robert Jeffrey, Newcast'e-upon-Tyne, Wine Merchant. Pet 
Feb 25. Mortimer. Newcastle, March 11 at 1} 

Pack, Richard Parnell, Barnstaple, Devon, Innkeeper. Pet Feb 25. 
Bencraft. Barnstaple, March (4 at 2 

Richardson, Ebenezer, Sheffield, Engineor. Pet Feb 24. Rodgers. 
Sheffield, March 16 at 12 

Smith, Tuomas, Cheveley, Cambridge, Gent, Pet Feb 26. Eaden. 
Cambridge, March 18 at 12 

Springthorpe, William, Manchester, Mineral Merchant, Pet Feb 24. 
Hulucn. Manchester, March 23 at 9.40 





Stables, Edwin, Chelsham, Surrey, Manure Dealer. Pet Feb 21. Row 
and. Croydon, March7 at 2 

adball, Amos James, Roadwater, Somerset, Farmer. Pat Feb 26. 

Meyler. Taunton, March 13 at 2 


T 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Faray, Feb. 25, 1876. 


Mole, Robert Chapman, Hampshire Hogg yard, High st, Bloomsbury, 
Livery Stable Keeper. Feb 24 


Torspar, Feb. 29, 1876. 


Prichard, Herry, Risca, Monmouth, Builder. Feb22 
Wolfe, Jacob, Leeds, Jeweller. Feb 23 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Faripay, Feb. 25, 1876, 


Abbott, Thomas, jun, Lower James st, Golden square, Builder, Marcel 
7 at 10 at offices of Fisher and Co, Leicester square 

Ahrens, Bernard, and William Samuel Brooks, Wellington st, Islington, 
Club Proprietors, March 6 at 3 at offices of Barnett, New Broad st 

Alderson, William, Bishop Auckland, Durham, Grocer. March 15 at 
11 at offices of Keenlyside and Forster, Grainger st west, Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne 

Anstrather, John Newdegate, Maidenhead, Berks, out of business, 
March 15 at 2 at offices of Cobbold and Woolley, Chancery lane 

Baghott, William Middleton Noe!, South Audley st, Merchant. March 
11 at 12 at offices of Innes and Son, Fenchurch st 

Banks, James. Bolton, Lancashire, Quilt Manufaeturer. March 13 at 3 
at offices of Gordon, Acresfieli, Bolton 

Barrett, Thomas Hardy, Over Darwen, Lancashire, Grocer. March 9 
at 3 at offices of Hindle, Belton rd, Uver Darwen 

Bayly, John Browning, Woolwich, Kent, Grocer. March 9 at 3 at 38, 
Green’s end, Woolwich. Hughes, Gresham buildings, Basinghall st 

Bedford, Charies, Leeas, Engineer, March 7 at 3 at offices of Malcolm, 
Park row, Leeds 

Bennett, Frederick, Quadrant grove, Haverstock hill, Professional 
Billiard Player. March 6 at 11 at offices of Hutchinson, Vauxhali 
Bridge rd, Westminster 

Bird, Joseph, Sneinton, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. March 7 at 
3 at offices of Belk, Middie pavement, Nottingham 

Blackbarn, Joha Henry, Ainsdale, Lancashire, Butcher. March 9 at 3 
at offices of Parr and Sadler, Lord st, Southport 

Bcxall, George, Wellingborough, Northampton, Draper. March 8 at t 
at the Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn. Tebbs, Bedford 

Brown, Robert, Low Fell, Durham, Seedsman, March 3 at 2 at offices 
of Winship, Victoria buildings, Grainger st west, Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne 

and Samuel, Market hill, High st, Shadwell, Skip Smith. March 
15 at 11 at 32, Mark lane. Keene and Marsiand 

Butler, David, Devonport, Innkeeper. March 9 at 12 at ofBces of 
’ Bridgman and Johnstone, Princess square, Plymouth 

Carey, Stephen, Coleman st, Contractor. March 6 at 2,30 at offices of 
Carey and Co, West st, Finsbary circus 

Cariss, John, Sowerby Bridge, York, Grocer. March 8 at Il at offices 
of Boocock, Silver st, Halifax 

Carnall, Thomas, Albany st, Regent’s park, Lodging House Keeper. 
March 8 at 2 at offices of Smediey, Great James st, Bedford row 

Cheape, John Henry, Worthing, Sussex, Esq. March 9 at 4 at the Old 
Ship Hotel, Brighton. Brownlow, Worthing 

Clayton, James, Clee, Lincoln, Fish Merchant. March 9 at U1 atoffices 
of Grange and Wintringham, West St Mary’s gate, Great Grimsby 

Cobus, Henry, Mitchenhall Farm, Surrey, Farmer. March 14 at 12 at 
the Imperial Hotel, Aldersbot. Foster, Aldershot 

Cookson, Joseph, Kirkby-in-Ashfizld, Nottingham, Gardener. March 
7 at 12 at offices of Brittle, St Peter’s chambers, st Peter’s gate, 
Nottingham 

Cox, Edmund Beaumont, Wigmore st, Cavendish square, Manager to 
a Cheesemonger. March 9 at 12 at offices of Mackreth, Moorgate st 

Davies, Evan, Pencader, Carmarthen, Draver. March li at 2.30 at 
offices of Green and Griffiths, St Mary st, Carmarthen 

Dear, Edwin, Cheapside, Lace Importer. Mazch 7 at 12 at offices of 
Swaine, Caeapside 

Diamond, William, Wellington, Somerset, Builder, March 14 at 12 at 
offices of Daire, Wellington. Taun’on, Taunton 

Dixon, John George, Newcastle-upon-Tyue, Timber Merchant. Mareh 
7 at ll at offices of Keenlyside and Forster, Grainger st west, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Eales, John, Tipton, Staffurd, Hau'ier. March 9 at 2 at offices of Travia, 
Church lane, Tipton 

Elliott, Robert, Bristol, Grocer. Murch 4 at ll at offices of Essery, 
Guildhall, Broad st, Bristol 

Ellis, Abel Augustus, Havant, Hants, Builder. March 8 at 4 at the 
Dolphin Hotei, Havant. Ford, Portsea 

Elstone, Hannah, Monk Bretton, York, Farmer. March 9 at 12 at 
Offices of Parker, Regent st, Barnsley . 

England, Elizabeth. Maesteg, Glamorgan, Beerhouse Keeper. March 
6 at 3 at offices of Tennant, Aberavon 

Extey, Joseph, York, Brush Mauufacturer, March 17 at 12 at offices of 
Hoitby, New st, York 

Eynon, David, Tredegar, Monmouth, Draper. March 9 at 3 at the 
Queen’s Hotel, Newport. Harris, Tredegar 

Feitham, Daniel, Hingham, Norfolk, Farmer. Mareh 7 at 12 at the 
White Gart Inn, Hingham. Chittock 

Forrester, Joho, Penrith, Cumberland, Millwright. March 8 at 2 at 
the Old Crown Hotel, Penrith. James, Pearith : . 

Fraser, Alexander Colvin, Telegraph st, Engineer. March 8 at 12 at 
offices of Marsiand, St swithin’s lane 

Fraser, David, Kingston-upon-Hul!, Draper. March 9 at 3 at the 
London Hotel, Queen’s st, Hull. Clarke, Hull 

Frazer, James, Suutu Shizids, Durham, Builder, March 8 at 2 at 
ottices of Osborne, East King st, Soutn Shields 

Gaffiney, Michael, Tudhos Grange, Durham, Licensed Hawker. March 
8 at 3 at offices of Mabane, Barrington st, South Shields 

Germeson, William Adams, Le m, Kent, Licensed Victualler. 
March 7 at 2 at offices of Arnold, Finsbury pavement 
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Goldberg, Alexander, Manchester, Travelling Jeweller. March 9 at 
2.30 at offices of Nuttall and Son, John Dalton st, Manchester 

Green, John Thomas, Newcastic-up n-Tyne, Printer. March 6 at 2 
at offices of Stantord, Collingwood st, Newcastie-upona-T. 

Greenwood, Thomas, Pucklechurch, Gloacester, Yeoman. - 
31 at offices of Bush and Co, Bridge st, Bristol 

Grose, Adoivh, West Hartlepoo!, Darham. Perfuamer. Murch 7 ati at 
the Queen’s Hote}, Birmingham, in lieu of the place originally named 

Ganby. Amos, Willoughby-on-the-\Volds, Nottingham, Farmer. 
March 9 at 11 at offices of Exam, George st, Sheffield 

Hall, Ward, Middie Rasen. Liacoln, Grocer. Murch 9 at 2 at offices of 
Durance, Mint lane 

Hesid, Gevrge, Westbornforth, Darham, Fraiterer, March 7 at 12 at 
Carr’s Half Moon Hotel, Darham. Brignall,jun, Durham 

Helum, Joseph, Preston, Lancashire, Provision Dealer. March 9 at $ 
at offices of Forshaw, Cannon et, Preston 

Highiaad, Freder.ck, Whitecross st, Old st, St Luke’s, Pocket Book 
Manufacturer. March 8 at 12 at offices of Swaine, Cheapside 

Hodder, William, Stockport, Cheshire, Hatter, March 8 at 3 at offices 
of Newton, Warren st, Stockport 

Hodgson, William Robinson, Bingley, York,Grocer. March & at ll at 
offices of Terry and Robinsoa, Market st, Bradford. Weathernead, 
jun, Bingley 

Hogan, Michael, Sheffield, Grocer. March 8 at 2 at offices of Bioney, 
Queen st, Sheffield 

Hogate, John, and Samuel Holgate, Calverley, York, Cloth Manu- 
facturers. March 8 at 10 at offices of Hutchiuson, Piccadilly, Brad- 


arch 7 at 


tord 

Jackson, William, Grest Malvern, Worcester, Horticaltural Ageat. 
March 11 at 11 at offices of Wail, Union chambers, Stourbridge 

James, Francis Charies, Hariinzten terrace, Coburn ri, Bow, Butcher. 
March 6 at 12 at offices of Scard and Son, Gracechurch st 

Jolunson, Joeepn, Thomas Johnson, and Joseph Johnsoa, jun, Bilston, 
Stafford, Iron Foonders. March 11 at 11 at the Pipe Hali Hotel, Hall 
st, Bilston. Fellows, Bilston 

Jonee, David, Abergele, Denngh, Draper. March 17 at 3 at offices of 
Addleshaw and Warburton, King st, Manchester 

Killerbey, Martha, Manningbam, York, Grocer. March 11] at 10 at offices 
of Berry und Rubinsan, Charles st, Bredtord 

Kiog, Weller Mab-r, Bishops S:ortford, Hertford, Stationer. March 8 
> H atthe Cheqacrs Ian, Bixnops Sturtford. Gzse, Bishops stort- 
for 

Lackey, Thomas, Manches:er, Daryman. March 10 at 3 at offices of 
Heatu and Sons, Swan st, Manchesier 

b, George, Nottingham, Nurseryman. March 10 at 12 at offices 

of Beik, Middle pavement, Nottingham 

ewer, Fredermck Charles, Salisbury, Wilts, Brewer. March 9 at 2 at 
the Cannon st Hotei. Hodding, Salisbury : 

Manchester, Johu, Albion place, Eari’s coart rd, Shoe Maker. Murch 
7 at 3 at ottices of Watson, Guildhall yerd 

Maniten, John, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Japanner. March 9 at ll at 
offices of Corser and Fowler, Darliugton st. Wulverhampton 

Mariin, George, Ssuthboruugh, Kent, Fire Wvoad Dea'er. March 7 at 
1! at offices of Arnuid, Tandridge wells 

Meed, Waiter, Miiton rd, Oid Ford, Stay Maoufacturer. March 6 at 3 
at offices of Thwaites, Basinghsllst. Parke, Coleman st 

Mii s. Thomas, High st, Not ing hill, Hosier. March 13 at 12 at offices 
o Cromp aud Sun, Phiipot jane 

Mortoc, Wilasm, John et, Commercial rd, Lambeth, Hay Salesman. 
Marcu6a 3 at lii, Cneapside. Castle, Cheapside 

Ogl-thorpe, John, Preston, Lancashire, Cattle Dealer. Mazch7 at 2 at 
offices uf Kde.stoa, Winckiey st, Preston 

© Neili, Con-tantine, Jarrow, Durham, Joiner. March 9 at 12 at offices 
Of B air, King st, Soatn Shiciss 

Parker, Wiluam, rrestbury, Gloucester, Blacksmith. March 8 at 10 at 
otices of Pracn, Kegent st, Cheiteuham 

Faringt, [ho nas, Manuchester,Gro-er. March 20 at 3 at offices of 
of Law, hing +t, slanchester 

Pasrick, James Chasries, vierkenwell green, Encineer. March 15 at 2 


at Offices of Neave, Cueapside 
1 G » Farmer. March 11 at 12 at offices 


Poole, George, ti 7 
of Sunita, Berke cy st, Givacester 

Poole, Kichard. Birmingham, Baker. Marck 9 at 3 at officesof Simmons, 
Bennett's bill, Birmingham 

Prati, Vavid, birmingham, Yerrule Maanfecturer. March 9 at 11 at 
Oftices of Davies, Bennet.’s hill, Birmingham 

Prebvbie, Toomas, Hurssam Farm, Uy haren, Kent, Farmer. March 14 
at 1 at offices of Gibwn, High st, Sutingbourne 

Purneil, Albert, Trow.rdge, Wilts, Tauor, Marca 7 at 12 as offices of 
hodway, Fore st, Trowbridge 

Pye, Jobn, Egremont, Cheshire, Greengrocer. March 8 at 2 at offices 
of Qseicu and Greeqway, Da'e st, Liverpoot 

Bawin, John, Grearbroagh, York, Joiner. March 7 at 12 at offices of 
Badgers and Khvdes, Higa st, Kothernam 

Regen, John Francis, Birmingiam, Harr Worker. March 8 at 3 at 
offices of Wright and Marsnai, fuwa Hell chambers, New st, Kir- 
minghem 

Bhys, Kees Thomas, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Boot Maker. March 
9 a 11 at 46, Thomas st, Merihye Tyafil. Paillips, Aberdace 

Roberts, Caward Kephen, ¢ g. Meri » Grocer, March 14 at 
| at offices of Lilis, Pour Crorser, Festiniog ‘ 

Roper, Muy, ton-un-Tees, Duruam. March 7 at 3 at offices of 
Drager, Svoe«ton-on-Tees 

Rate, Henry, Cade st, Millwall, Engiueer, March 9 at 10 at offces of 
Owies, Cuanes 








ry 
Bieerwiu, Joun, beasts, York, Draper. Marsh 14 at 2 at offices of. 
Thy 


Koush, kak tow, Keil, Wethe 

-Manweth, Jona William, Newmerton, Worcester, Brick Manufacturer. 
Maten 4 at 11 at offices of W ali, Union chambers, Swourbridge 

Statham, George, Nouingham , Lace Manulaciucer. March 13 at 3 at 
Others of Press, Mon Hed chambers, Friar iace, Nottingham. Lees, 
jun, Rettioghem 

Btetn.23, tev Henry Pinmer, Hala, Lancashire. March 10 at 3 at 
Abeer Davies aud Bronk, Market place, Warringto 


iu 
- Symons, James, Brovton, York, Grocer. Marcu 6 at 11 atthe Trevelyan 
Enidge st west, Middiesborough 
‘Taz or, Nich les, Hayie, Cornwell, Boot Maker. March 7 at 12 at 
Mics ot Coriyon and Paall, Quay ot, Truro. Hearle, Hsyle 


P bemas, frederick, Graeechuren st, t. March 12 at2 at ofice:- 





== 

of Cooper and Co, George st, Mansion House. 
cing lane 

Thomas, Thomas, Bedwas, Monmouth, Colliery Proprietor, Mareh 9 
at 11 at offices of Morgan, High s', Cardiff 

Thurefield, Edmund, P enkridge, Stafford, Licensed Victaaller, March 
7 at 11 at offices of Bowen, Martin’s court, Stafford 

Tindall, Samuc, Middlesborough, York, Piomber. Mirch 9 at § a 
offices of Addenbrooke, Zstland rd, Middlesvoroagh 

Tomlinson, Ralph, Lytham, Lincashire, Tailor. Murch 8 at 2 at offices 
of Edelston, Wincklev st, Preston 

Ward, Moses Mercer, Mark !ane, Wine Merchant. March 9 at the Cam 
non st Hotel, in lieu of the place originally namsa t 

Wart, Peter, Spilsby, Lincolo, Draper. March 8 at 3 at offices 
Pickering, South parade, Leeds 

Williams, John Owen, Cock Penygroes, Carnarvon, Grocer. March 9 at 
2 at the Castle H:te!, Bangor. Roberts, Bangor 

Wilson, William, Highgrove, Kinver, Stafford, Farmer. March 8 at 1} 
at offices of Kogers and Jordan, High st, Stourbridge 

Wing rove, Charles, James place, Bow, Jub Master. March 14 at3 gt 
offices ot Wood and Hare, Basinghall +t 

Wolffe, Thomas, Prospect place, Cambridze heath, Boot Manufacturer, 
March 10 at 1 atoftices of Chalk, Moorgate st 

Wood, James, and Thomas Wood, Hodon, Cheshire, Builders, March 
7 at 2 at the Stork Hotel, Queen's square, Liverpool. bridgman and 


Co, Chester 
TvuEspayY, Feb, 29, 1876. 

Aagreen, Nicholas Augnst, Sunderland, Durham, Ship Broker. Marek 
13 at 12 at offices of Steele, Bank buildings, Sanderland 

Airey, Thomas, Arnside, Westmorland, Builder. March 15 at 1 at 
oftices of Watson, Highgate, Kardal 

Andrews, Frederick Vigne, Mincing lane, East India Broker. Murch 9 
at 3 at the Guildhall Cuffee douse, Gresham ss. Bradley, Mark lene 

Attwood, William, Wandsworth rd, Cheesemonger. Marca 13 at {1 at 
the Masons’ Tavern, Masons’ avenue. Fenton : 

Bacon, Benjamin, Thomas Bacon, and James Bacon, Camberwell rd, 
Smiths. March 13 at 3 at offices of Pittman, Guildhall chambers, Bas- 
inghali st 

Bailey, George James, Swansea, Gla:norgan, Tobacconist, Marca 8 at 
11 at offices of Wiils, Redctiff st, Bristol. Cox 

Ball, Thomas, Flaxman rd, Loughborough rd, Brixton, Manager, 
March 14 ax 3 at offices of Christmas, Walbrook 

Balling#ll, Joseph “John, ani Richard Hargreaves Bell, Manchester, 
Merchart«, March 14 at 2 at offices of Cobbett and Vo, Brown és, 
Manchester 

Bardey, Amedee Louis Exgene, Fenchurch st, Wine Impor-er. March 
14 at 3 at offices of Smith, Great St Helen’s, Crosby square 

Barnes, Samael Walter, Leominster, Here‘ord, Innkee,er. March lt 
at 12 of offices of Garrold, Witemarsh st, Hereford 

Beanland, Robert, Rochdale, Lancashire, General Dealer, March lat 
12 at offices of Ashworth, YorksLire st, Rochdale , 

Bernstine, Morris, Midulesborough, York, Jeweller. Marth 10 at 3 at 
offices of Draper, Firk'e st, Stockton-on-Tees 

Blakey, Alfreo, and Charles Henry Bakey, Bradford, York, Sausage 
Manufacturers. March 6 at 1? at offices of Rhodes, Duke st, Brad- 
ford 

Bow ten, Josiah, Newcastle-upor-Tyne, Engineer. March 15 at 12 at 
offices of Oliver and Botterel!, Quay «ide, Newcastl+-aoon-fyne 

Brook, Matthew, and Benjamin Crosland, Batley, York, Woollen Mine 
faciurers. March 14 at 3 at the Taltot Hotel, Batley. Smith, Br- 
atal ‘ , 

Brooxe, Elizabeth, Messingham, Lincoln, Farmer. Merch 13 at ll at 
offices ot Grange and Wintringham, S: Mary’s chambers, Great 
Grimsbd 

Carroll, _ Bath, Trunk Maker. March i4 at 11 at 8, Wood st, 
Bath. Moger 

Clarke,* Jonn Hope, Manchester, Cotton Broker. March 17 at Il at 
offices of Whitt, Kings’, Manchester 

Cohen, Barnett, Hutchinson’» avenue, Tailor. March 21 at 2 at offices 
of Ugie, Great Prescrit st, A'diate 

Co'clougn, Richard, Tunstall, Safford, Butcher. March 17 at 11 at 
offices of Sherratt, Market st, Kidegrove 

Dalby, Sam tel, ‘Bradford; York, Picture Dealer. March 10 at 10 at 
offices of Wilkinson, Kirkgate. bradford 

Dann, James, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer, March 13 at 12 at offizes 
of Harvey, Peckling'on’s walk, Leicester 

Davies, David Liewellyn. Dinas, Glamorzan, Grocer. March 14 at 12at 
offices of Alexander Brothers, lostitute chambers, Pontypridd, Coke 

Davies, Henry, Lianelly, Carmarthen. Draper. March 13 at 11 at th: 
Cannon st Hotel. Howell, Liaveily 

Davis, Francis White, Presteign, Radnor, Fishmonger. March 9at lat 
the Craven Arne Hotel, Craven Arms Kiilway station, salop. Tom- 
linson 

De Parravicini, Stefano Annoni, and Wardle Corbyn, Duke st, St James's, 
‘Thestrical Agents. March 13 at 12 at offices of Austin, Coleman st 

Doaimead, James, sen, Bigzieswade, B dford, Upholsterer. March 13 
at2 atl, Gresham butidinys, Basinghail st, Hooper aud Co 

Dover, Henry Jobn, Theoba:d's rd, builder, March 15 wt 10.30 at the 
Inne of Court Hotel, Holborn. Evans and Eagles, John st, Bed- 
ford row 

Drew, Jonn Ciark, Carsha't'n, Surrey, Lieuteaant R.N. March 9 a 
2 at 166, Fenchureh st. ‘iodden 

Eéens, Jovi, Northampton, Boot Mannfacturer, March 9 at 3 at offees 
of Becke, Market squere, Northampton 

E lw, Kev Octavius Jumen, very ny Vicarage, Hereford, March 
13 at 4 at offices of Minett and Co, 8t Mary's st, Ross 

Evans, David, Giifacheoch, Glamorgan, Grocer, March 14 at 12 at 
the New Inn Hotel, Pontypridd, Taomas 

Férveyhongh, John, Leeds; Provision Deater, March 17 at 2 at offees 
‘Ait, Hank st, Leeds 


Fit 
‘ sof Meith, Tempie sr, Lirmingham 
Gerri * Wilhwm Halt, Catdiff; Giamorg.n, Commission Azext, March 
10 a at offices pt Karnard and’Co, Crockherbtown, Vardi, Miller, 
rd ' .$ wo f 


Gleave, William, Manchester, Watch Maker. March 9 at 3 at the 
Queen’s Hove!, Birmingham, in lieu ot the vince originally named 
Gould, John, Yetradyfodwg, Glamorgan, Coffe House Pro; ey 
March 20 at latthe Stag Hotei, Ireorky, Hollier and Willams, 

Pontypridd 


Henry, Miles, Birmingham, General Dealer, March 10 at 12 a 
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Thomae, Bishops Stortford, Hertford, Farmer. March 13 at 10.30 

+ tbe George Hotel, Bishops Stortford. Snell, Great Danmow, E-sex 
Charies, Northampton, Plumber. March 15 at. 11 at offices of 

ke, Market et Northampton 

ent, Renry, Norwich, Licensed Victualler, March 10 at 12 at 

of Stanlev, Kank plain, Norwich 

, James, Prince of Wales’ rd, Kentish town, Boot Maker. 

14 at 10 at the Albert Hovel, Cornwall rd, Westbourne park 

Hartley, James William, Manchester, Leather Factor. March 13 at 3 
‘gpotnces of Saie and Co, Booth st, Mancheste- 

flarley; Kichard, Leeds, Glass Dealer. March 16 at 3 at offices of Mal- 
colta, Park row, Leeds 

, Jonn, and John Charles Herring, Sutton, Snrrev, Lavender 

Growers, March i3 at 2 at offices of Ariold, Tne Exchange, Souti- 















et 
, Allen, Lea, Hereford, out of business, March 15 at 1 at the 
Green Diagon Hote), Hereford. Paue, Hay 
k, Peier, Ruardean, Gloucester, Grocer, March 13 at 11 at offiees 
of Mire:t and Co. St Marv’s st, Koss 
Hirrmann, William, | , Merchant, March 21 at 3 at offices of 


Lupton, Har wn st, Live: H 
dontell, Momlisg patch Cone lesion Agent. March 13 at 11 at offices 
of Hacdwick, Infirmary st, Leeds 
Howard, Henry, Weston-auper-Mare, Somerset, Chemist. March 13 at 
Hat of'ces of Jones, Magdala buildings, Weston-saper-Mare 
gests, Olixer, Lydney, Gloucester, Plumber. March 13 at 1 at 
of Brittan avd Cy, Small st, Bristol 
by, Henry, Downton, Wiltstire, Dealer. Mareh 8 at 12 at offices 
of Guy, 2lbion terrace, Southampton 
. George Robert. Burgn Apion, Norfolk, Wheelwright. March 
“$0 at 3 at offices of Stanley, Bank plain, Norwich ‘ 
Jennings, David, Port bello rd, Notting hill, Dairyman, March 13 at 
Wat the Albert Hotel, Cornwall rd, Westbourne park 
Kell, Joseph, Brandesburion, York, Farmer. . March 15 at 2 at offices 
of *sinton, Luirg+te, Beveriey 
Kelly, James, Thederton st, Upper st, Islington, Tailor. March 14 at2 
at (fices of Brown, Basinghail st 
, Moses, Linculn, Tailor, March 16 at 11 at oSves of Page, jun, 
en gate, Lincoln 
Lsi-ter, Edwin John, Whiston, York, Commereial Clerk. March 11 at 
i at ¢ffices ot Oxley und Pashley, Westgate, Rotherham 
n, John Alfred, Tavist ck st, Bedford square, Architect. March 
PCH at the Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basing hail st. 
; ‘and, Moorgate st 
Tas, Charlea Henty, Bristol, Licensed Victualler, March 13 at 2 
ey bf Tricks 

























end Ov, City chambers, Nicholas st, Bristol. 
a Lane, Bristul ‘ 
rd, Holdenby, Northampton, Farmer. March 15 at 3 at 
of Becke, Market square, Northampton 
Thomas. St Helen's, , Grocer, March 15 at 2 at 
the Pleecs and Commercial Hotel, Chuceh st, St Heleu’s. Beasley 
and Opjenbeim, St Helen's 
Uoyd, Thomas, Leominster, Licensed Victualler. March 11 at 2 at 
Offices of Mowre, Corn square, Leaminater 
McCracken, James, Bradtord, York, Innkeeper. March 13 at 4 at 
-Oftiees of Atkinson, Tyrrel st, 
Matthews, David, William Evans, and David Thomas, Llangyfelach, 
“Glamorgan, Colliery Proprietors. March 11 at 3.30 at offices of 
Leyson, Fisher st, Swansea 
Mayr, Jacob, Pontypridd, Glamorgan, Greengroser. March 15 a6 i at 
; offices of Jones, Mill st, Pont, pridd 
Moore, Jamer, Alburgh, Nosfolk, Farmer. March 11 at !1 at the Three 
-Tuns Hotel, Merket place, Bungay. Allen, Haleeworth 
Moore, Williau., Birmingham, Greengrocer, March 16 at 3 at offices of 
Weodward, Newhall at, Birmingham 
Mottram, Juacph, (ldham, Lageashire, Draper, Marc’ 15 at 3 at the 
— Trade Association Rooma, York st, Manchester. Sale aad Co, 
anches'er 
Myatt, Margeret Mary, Huddersfield, York, Milliner, March 16 at 11 
at offices of Berry. Market place, Hudderstivid 
Pallant, John, Hiughley, Suffolk; Builder, Murch 92 at 12 at offices of 
‘Pollard; 8t Lawrence st, Ipswich =~ 
Parker, Kict ard Haris; Koss, Hereford, Innkeeper. March 13 at 2 at 
@fficesi.f M:nett and Lo, Ross 
Patunden, James, Bramshott, Hants, Timber Merchant, March 
AG at 2 at offices of Murrough, Great James.st, Bedford row 
Payne, John Comberbach, Higher Broughton, Manchester, Metal 
Dear, March (4 at 3 at offices of Sale and Co, Booth st, Manchester 
Ponce, John, Birmingham, Chair Maker. March s-at-10 at offices of 
Dase, Temple row, scoungpon 
Pearsun, Hanrah, Bradtord, York, out of business. March li at 11 at 
Offices of Luk: 8, Aidermanbury, Bradford 
Titman, Georgs Cnismav, Bournemouth, Hants, Coal Merchant, March 
Wat 1.20 at cffices of Kemp-Welch and Reynolds, St Thomas's 
‘square, eagery 5 Sharp, christchurch, Hants 
Pratt, Juhn, and George Pratt, York, Grocers. March 13 at 3 at offices 
tt Cumbie, Stonegate, York 
Daniel, Birmingham, Jeweller, March 14 at 11 at offices of Fos- 


































ter, Beoneti's hill, Birmingham 
oe. Iseac, Lidgate, suffolk, Bleckemith. March 14 at 11 at 
«@ Ki chener Feun, Newmarket 





Haws n, Frederick George, Lincoln, Chemist. March 16 at 8 at offices 
Of Page, jun, Flaxen gate, Lincoln 
Roverteon, Kovert, Bariow-in-Furness, Lancashire, Provision Dealer. 
March 10 at 11 at Suarp's Hotel; Strand, Barrow-in-Furness 
n, Thoinas Mather, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Muster Plasterer. 
March 10 at 2 at ofthees of Jonls, Ne at. Newcastie-upon-Tyne 
Rowell, d-nn, Rugby, Warwick, ; 
Simona, Benneit’s byl!, Birmingham 
iam Jowph, Eshvet, York, Worsted Spinner. Mareh 10 at 
Dal offices of Kawson and Co, Piccadilly, Bradford 


» Thomee Henry, Leeds, Seedemau. March 14 at 3 at offices 
af Malcuim, Part row, Leeda 
b, Hinm fron Norman, Somerest, out of busi- 


Weaton-super-Mare, 
nee March , at 2 at offices: of Beckinghum, Albivn chambers, 


Seehunt, John ki lannah Lacy, Woelfold Bary, 
‘aeons, Conon boinc. Tecan 10 ot. ob the Oltenes Mow, 
‘ping gardeos, Manchester, Hinde and and Oo, Manchester 








» March 10 95 11 at oMices 








Stainton, William, Lydney. Gloucester. Book-keeper. March 25 at 2 at 
the Queen’d Hotel, Retford. Redheai 

Stratford, Charies Alfred. Chief Engineer H.M.S. Salama*. March 
13 at 11 at offices of Elworthy and Co, Conrtenay st, Plymouth 

Tomkinson, John, Shelton, Stafford. March 3’at 3 at offices of Stubbs, 
Waterloord, Burslem 

Trebarne, William John, Liantriseant, Glamorgan, Grocer. March 14 
at2 » ge: of Barnari and Co, Albion chambers, Bristol. Davies, 


Cardi 
Turner, Peter Crogper, Liverpool, India Rabber Desler. March 13 at 
2 at offites of Couper, Chapel s:, Pres ton 
Ward, William, Basing rd, Portobello rd, Notting hill, ont of business. 
March 13 at (2 at offices of Guseotte and Co, Kssex st, Strand 
Watson, Thomas, Darham, Soliestor. March 15 at 11 at offices of Sal- 
keld, Elvet bridge, Durhan 
Webley, Frederick, Bromsgrove, Worcester, Clothier. March 20 at It 
at offices of Marris, Waterloo at, Birmingham. Jakes, Birmingham 
Wilson, Edward, and Ellis Duckworch Wilson, Manchester, Chemists. 
re 17 at 3 at offices of Addieshaw and Warverton, King st, Man- 
chester 
Wood, John, Higher Broughton, Lancashire, Pr:vision Dealer. March 
15 at 1! at offices of Whitt, King st, Manchester. Smith, Manchester 
Wood, Robert, Redcar, York, Beerhouse Keeper. March l4 at 3 at 
, Offices of Brewster and Stuvbs, Bridge st west. Middl-sborough 
Wright, Catherine, Brighton, out of business, March 13 at 3 at offices 
of Goodman, Prince Albers st, Brighton 








‘ Xow ready, 
EYWOOD’S PRACTICE of the COUNTY 
COURTS. 


Second Edition, 1 vol., royal 12 mo, price 2\s., cloth, 


YHE JURISDICTION and PRACTICE of the 
COUNTY COURTS, comprising the whole Practice, except in 
Admiralty and Bankraptcy. Th3 sections of the Judicature Act ap- 
plying to County Courts, and the wtole of the County Court 
Statntes, and the Rules, Orders, Forms, and Scales of Fees and Costs 
are printed in the Appendices. Second Edition, entirely re-written and 
greatly enienged. By GEORGE WASHINGLON HEYWOOD, of the 

Middle Te:nple, Barri-ter-at-Law. 

London: W. Maxwaut & Sow, 29, Fleet-street. 


Just published, &vo, price £1 Ils. 6d., 


OCUS STANDI REPORTS: Cases decided dur- 
_4 ‘ing the Sess‘ons 1873-4-5, by the Court of Referses on Private 
Bills. By FREDEXICK OLIfFORD and A. G, RICKARDS, Esqs., 
Barr'sters-at-Law (containing Cl:fford’s and Stephen's Keporis). 
London: Bi Treawo THe, Flest-street. 


THE LAW OF THE WAGE CLASSES. 
Just pub price 5s., cloth, 
PRACTICAL COMPENDIUM of the LAW of 
MASTER and SERVANT in General, and especially of Em- 
ployersand Workmen, under the Acts of 18/5. With Suggestions for 
its Improvement, an appendix of Forms, Analytical Table of Contents, 
Alphabetical Index, inclading references to the principal r, Mine, 
Factory, and Workshop Acts Ky CHARLES PETERSDORFF, Ser- 
jeant-at-La w ; County Court Judge ; Author of the ** Abridgment of the 
Common Law,” &c. 
London : Suwpxtx, Marswatt, & Co. 
Reeves & Turser, 100, Chancery-iane. Edinburgh: Orrver & Borp. 
Dublia: Hopess, Surra, & Co. 











Published this day, price 6¢,, cloth, post free, 
BSERVATIONS on the BILL for the REGU- 
LATION and IMPROVEMENT of COMMONS. By CHARLES 


ELTON, Barrister-at-i.aw. 
London: Wripy & Sone, Lincoln’s-inn-archway, W.C. 


Ju-t : ublished, price l¢., 
A DIGEST of PRACTICK VASES under the 
Judicature Acts, being a Supplement to “ Ayckboura's Jydi- 
cature Practice,” To Subscribers to the Work, gratis. 
London: Witpr & Sone, Lincoin’s-inn-archway, 








Now ready, post free Is., No, | of 
YHE NEW PRACTIVE CASES, containing Im- 


portant Decisions upon the Judicature Acts. By W. T. 
CHARLEY, D.C.L. (Oxon.), M.P., Barrmater-at-Law, These num ers 
will be issued at short intervals, and will be continaed as long as de- 

tHoent importance 


cisions affecting the old practice may arise of su to 
interest the phate They will form a most valuable and readily 
accessi 


ble collection of important precedents, 
Warsatow & Sons, 24, Birchin-lane; 65, London-wall ; 49, Partia- 
ment-atreet. 


EDE AND SON. 


ROBE Saye MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chanceltor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench 
Corporation ot London 


BO, 

SOLICITORG’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSBL'S DITTO, 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS SC 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 

94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
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BONUS YEAR—SPECIAL NOTICE. 
Clerical, Medical and General Life Assurance Society, 


18; ST. JAMES’S SQUARE, LONDON, 8.W. 
City Branch: MANSION HOUSE BUILDINGS, E.C, 


Annvat IncoME, STEADILY IncREASING, £262,000. AssuRANcE Funn, SAFELY INVESTED, £2,015 ,000. 
The TENTH BONUS will be declared in January, 1877, and all With-Profit Policies in existence on the 30th June, 
such 


1876, will participate, so that persons who complete 
one Premium only will have been paid. 


Assurances before June 30th next will share in that Division, although 


Every information given at, either of the Society’s Offices, or by any of its Agents. 


GEORGE CUTCLIFFE, Actuary and Secretary. 








| niculamouaie LIFE OFFICE, 50, Regent-street, 
and 14, Cornhill, London. 
Established 1806. 

Total Income 
Total Funds ........ .. 1,852,832 
Present amount of existing Assurances witu Bonus Additions, 
$5,313,225. 


Surplus applicable to Bonuses at last Quinquennial Valuation 
a . £355,543 88. 8d. 2 











EVERSIONS AND LIFE INTERESTS 


THESE PROPERTIES ARE PURCHASED, OR LOANS 
GRANTED UPON THE SECURITY OF THEM, 


BY 
THE SCOTTISH EQUITABLE (MUTUAL) 
LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 
Head Office—26, ST. ANDREW-SQUARE, EDINBURGH. 
London Offce—69,KING WILLIAM-STREET, E.C. 
Manager—T, B, SPRAGUE, Esq., M.A. 


Solicitors in London.—Messrs. BURTON, YEATES, & HART, 
37, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. : 


Income, £277,709. Assets, £2,104,000. 
Every description of Life Insurancebusiness transacted. 
The usual Commission allowed to Solicitors. 


GOVE REIGN 





LIFE 
(Founded 1845,) 


Assurers can obtain ADVANCES of £200 and upwards on Rever- 
sions, Annuities, &c., also on guarantee of two or more fir: 
sureties. 


All names, with foll particulars, must be sent tothe Secretary, 48 
St. James’s-street, London, 8.W. : gees 


AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INSURANCE 
4 COMPANY. Chief Office—126, Chancery-lane, London, W.C 
The Funds in hand and ee aa amount to £1,400,000 

ng. 


OFFICE 





Chsirman—Jauers Cuppon, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, Goldsmith-build- 
ing, Temple. 
Deputy-Chairman—O. Pemserton, Esq. (Lee & Pembertons), Solicitor, 
44, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
Every description of Fire and Life Insurance business transacted. 
The Directors invite attention to the uew form of Life Policy, which 
is free from all conditions. 
The Company advances Money on Mortgage of Life Interest and 
Reversions, whether absolute or contingent, 


Prospectuses, Copies of the Directors’ Report, and Annual Balance 
Sheet, and every information, sent post free, on application to 


FRANK M‘GEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 


RREVERsIOwARY AND LIFE INTERESTS in 


Landed or Fanded Property or other Securities and ANNUITIES 
purchased, or Loans thereon granted, by the 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY 
40, LANCASTER-PLACE, WATERLOO-BRIDGE, STRAND, 
Established 1835. Paid-up Capital, £480, 
If required Interest on Loans may be capitalized. 


F. 8. CLAYTON, Joint 
yaaa C. H. CLAYTON, § Srcretaries. 
YATES & ALEXANDER, 
PRINTERS, LITHOGRAPHERS, STATIONEKs, 


ETC. 
CHANCERY-BUILDINGS, 23, CHANCERY-LANE, 
LONDON, 








Ewery description of Printing. 
Jablestere amarrios ve f va | 
Prospectuses 


Appesis 

Parliamentary Minutes Magatines 
Pamphiets Tonia 
Keports 


Posters 
ules Bandbilis, &e., ke 





¢ Wan AGRA BANK (LIMITED). 
Established in 1833.—Capital, £1,000,000. 
HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STRERT, LONDON 


Saancues in Edinburgh, Calcutta, Bombay, Madras, Kurrachee, Agra 
Lahore, Shanghai, Hong Kong. 

Current Accounts are kept at the Head Office on the terms em- 
tomary with London bankers, and interest allowed when the credi, 
balance doesnot fall below £100. 

Deposits received for tixed periods on the following terms, viz.;— 
Ati B indwasp per aunum, subject to 12 months’ notice of withdrawal 
For r periods deposits will be received on terms to be agreed upon 

Brits issued at the current exchange of the day on any of the Branches 
of the Bank free of extra charge ; and approved bills purchased or seny 
for collection. 

Sates anv Purcuasts effected in British and foreign securities, ip 
East India Stock and loans, and the safe custody of the same undertaken 

Interest drawn, and army, navy, and civil pay and pensions realised, 

Every other description of banking basiness and money 
British and Indian, transacted. J. THOMSON, Chaieman, 


Valuable Freehold and Leasehold Estates. 
ESSRS. C. C. & T. MOORE will SELL by AUC. 
TION, at the MART, on THURSDAY, MARCHE y, at ONE for 
TWO o’clock, the under-mentioned PROPERTLY :— 

WHITECHAPEL.— two brick-built Hoases and Shops, 17 and 18, 
y’s-row, Middiesex-strevt, let ut £72. Term 29 years. Ground 
rent £20.—-Vendor’s Solicitors, Messrs.Cuampion & Jursom, 70 White 

chepel-road, E. i 5 

ST. GEORGE’S EAST (by order of the Executors of Mr. G. Francis). 
—Freehold Premises, 79, St. George-street, E. Let to Mesars. Dickwa 
& Head on lease at the nominal rent of £21. An extensive four 
floor Warehouse and Scable ia Seven Star-ailey. Annual value £70. 
Two Messuages, |! and 4, Seven Star-alley, ard two six-roomed Houses, 
108 and 110, Lucas-street. Let at £46 its. Term 17 years. Ground- 
rent £8.—Vendors’ Solicitors, Messrs. Moaris, stone, Towsson, & 
Mosnzis, 5, Fiasbary-circus, E.C, 

EAST INDIA-ROAD.—Four wel!-built and finished Honses and 
Shops, 5,7, 11, and 13, East India-road. Let ou lease at £228 per 
annum. Term 44 years. Ground-rent only 154. per annam each. - 
Vendor's Solicitors, Messrs. Srreer, Son, & Poynper, 27, Lincyin’s 
inn-fields, W.C. 

POPLAR.—Two five-renmed Honses, 2 and 3, Upper Grove street, 
and two Tenements in rear called Hill’s-place. Let at £52. Term 64 

ears. Ground-rent £7 10s —Vendor’s Solicitor, J, W. Marsa, Eq, 

‘own Hall, Poplar, E. 

SHADWELL.—Desirable corner Freehold seven-roo.ned House, % 
High-street. Last let at £39. Povsession on completion.—Veador's 
Solicitors, Messrs, J, & R. Gore, 49, Lime-street, E.C. 

SYDENHAM AND NORWOOD. - Seven Freehold Houses, 16 and 18 
to23, Mount Asb-road, Sydeniam-nill. Let at £184 12s, ‘Cwo semi- 
detach’ d ville Residences, 7 and 8, Mount Ash-villas. Let at £72. 
And two ten-rnomed Residences, 40 and 42, Palace-road, Norwood. 
Let at £69.—Vendor’s Solicitors, Messrs, Inate, Cooper, & Houses, 
20, Threadneedie-street, E.C, 

EAST HAM.—Detached seven-roomed Freehold House, with oat- 
buildings, coach-house, and piggeries, known as the ** Homestead,” 
Crescen‘-road, Piasbett, Annual valae £25.—Vendor's Solicitor, A. 
Kearer, Eeq., 14, Great Winchester-strest, E.C. 

Particulars of the vendors’ Solicit rs, at the Mart, and atthe Auc- 
tioneers offices, 544, Mile Ead-road, E, 4 

i 
AA ESSKS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON & FARMERS 
I LIST of ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting and Shooting 
arters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent Charges, House Property and 
estments generally, is published on the first day of each month, 
and may be obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, 
or will be sent by post in return for two stamps,—Particulars for inset 
tion should be received not later than four days previous to the end 
Of the preceding mouth. 








CARR'S, 265, STRAND.— 
Dinners (from the joint) vegetables, &c., le, 6d., or with Soup 
or Fish, 2a, and 25.64. “IfI desire a substantial dinver off the joint, 
with the agreeabie acc 
‘ood, I know only of one house, 

aan Spy Zs we olioge's Von a¢ you map 6 

‘ar y wo shillings « or may 

with halt a bottletor » shilling.”—All the Year Hound, June 18, 

The new Hall lately added ts one of the handsomest 
London, (from the joint), vegetables, &c., 16. 6d, 





